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== X DOMESTIC PRIORITY: OVERCOMING FAMICY —
POVERTY IN AMERICA

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 1988

U.S. House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SeLect CoMMITTEE ON CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND FAMILIES,
Washington, DC.

The Select Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a.m., in
room 1310A, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. George Miller
(Chairman of the Select Committee), presiding.

Members present: Representatives Miller, Schroeder, Boggs,
Boxer, Rowland, Sikorski, Martinez, Evans, Coats, Johnson, Has-
tert, and Hayes.

Staff present: Karabelle Pizzigati, professional staff; Ginny duRi-
vage, professional staff; Joan Godley, committee clerk; Robert
Woodson, research assistant; and Scott Bailey, research assistant.

Chairman MiLLER. The Select Committee on Children, Youth,
and Families will come to order.

The purpose of this morning’s hearing is to conduct an oversight
hearing on a domestic priority: overcoming family poverty in
America.

Prosperity in America wears many faces. For America’s richest
families, prosperity has meant record levels of wealth. For Ameri-
ca’s middle-class families, it requires both a working mother and a
working father. And at the bottom of the ladder, prosperity seems
to be a myth. For 13 million impoverished children and their fami-
lies, the American Dream has all but vanished.

Just two days ago, the National Academy of Sciences reported
that on any given night in America, 100,000 children have no
homes, and that’s not even counting runaways or children kicked
out by their parents. According to the Academy’s report, children
make up the fastest growing group among the homeless. In fact,
homeless families have become so commonplace in America, that
the Census Bureau will begin counting them in the 1990 census.

We can boast about an economic recovery that has put more
Americans to work than ever before. But we should be ashamed
that a willingness to work hard will no longer protect families and
their children from poverty. Nearly one in two low-income house-
holders worked in 1987, an increase of 40 percent over 1979. For
almost a third of this group, even a full-time, full-year job could
not keep them out of poverty. The federal minimum wage has lost
one-fourth of its value since 1979. Consequently, the minimum
wage no longer lifts families of any size above the poverty level.

)]




2

In the midst of economic prosperity is the gnawing reality that
living standards have changed for American families and for their
children. Families with children, especially young families, are
facing a future of lowered expectations. They are afraid that they
won’t be able to provide their own children what their parents
were able to give to them. ‘
The~same™economic—forces~that-have-reduced-expectations=for—— ==
middleclass families have devastated disadvantaged children and
their parents. Unskilled jobs and middle-class blacks have exited
our central cities, leaving behind an isolated and growing under-
class of the very poor. Without jobs, young black men and women
are delaying marriage, ensuring that the growing number of disad-
vantaged children will spend the greater portion of their childhood
in very poor families.

Prosperity in America has divided our country into the haves
and the have-nots. New Census data reveal that income inequality
has reached its widest point in 40 years. Not only are the gaps get-
ting wider, but the poor are getting poorer. In 1987, the income of
the typical pcor family fell §4,615 below the poverty line, farther
below the poverty line than any year since 1960.

The plight of low-income families and children has long been the.
concern of the Select Committee. In a previous hearing, we learned
that the United States had a higher percentage of children in pov-
erty than do seven Western European countries. The U.S. also has
the highest percentage of all poor children-who are severely poor,
{ivinlg in families with incomes less than 75 percent of the poverty
evel.

Our traditional response to poverty has been welfare. But less
than 40 percent of poor children and their families are eligible for
AF.D.C. When public aid is available, it fails to lift many of those
families out of poverty. Bet'ween 1979 and 1986, one-third of the in-
crease in poverty among families with children can be attributed to
the reduced impact of government cash benefit programs. Current
welfare reform proposals are an improvement because they institu-
tionalize family supports, education and training, health care and
child care that have been unavailable to most low-income families.

But the economic and social dislocation of thé past decade de-
mands solutions beyond welfare reform. To advance the discussion
of how to overcome family poverty in America, we are fortunate to
have here today four prominent thinkers who have stimulated
public attention and public policy with their work. They will de-
scribe contemporary family poverty in America, examine its
impact on different family groups including the urban underclass,
and discuss what strategies the next Administration should pursue
if we are to restore the promise of prosperity to America’s children
and to their families. -

[Statement of Hon. George Miller follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE 1N CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND CHAIRMAN, SELECT COMMITTEE ON CHILDREN,
YouTH, AND FAMILIES

Prosperity in America wears many faces. lor America’s richest families, prosperi-
ty has meant record levels of wealth. For America’s middle-class, families, it re-
quires both a working father and a working mother. And, at the bottom of the
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.ladder, prosperity is a myth. For 13 million impoverished children and their fami-
lies, the American Dream has all but vanished.

Just two days ago, the National Academy of Sciences reported that on any given
night in America, 100,000 children have no home—and that’s not even counting
runaways or children kicked out by their parents. According to the Academy’s
report, children make up the fastest growing group among the homeless. In fact,
homeless families have become so commonplace in America, that the Census Bureau
will begin counting them in the 1990 census.

We can boast about an economic recovery that has put more Americans to work

erg that a willingness to work hard will no

income householders worked in 1987—an increase of 40 percent over 1979. For
almost a third of this group, even a full-time, full-year job could not keep them out
of poverty. The federal minimum wage has lost one-fourth of its value since 1979.
Consiequelntly, the minimum wage no longer lifts a family of any size above the pov-
erty level.

In the midst of economic prosperity is the gnawing reality that living standards
have changed for American families and their children. Families with chiidren—es-
pecially young families—are facing a future of lowered expectations. They are
afraid that they won’t be able to provide their own children what their parents were
able to give to them.

The same economic forces that have reduced expectations for middle-class families
have devastated disadvantaged children and their paients. Unskilled jobs and
middle-class blacks have exited our central cities, leaving behind an isolated and
s'rowing underclass of the very poor. Without jobs, young black men and women are

elaying marriage, increasing the numbers of children born to mothers only and en-
suring that growing numbers of diradvantaged children will spend the greater por-
tion of their childhood in a very poor family.

Prosperity in America has divided our country into the haves and the have-nots.
New Census data reveal that income inequality has reached its widest point in 40
years. Mot onlv are the gaps getting wider, but the poor are getting poorer. In 1987,
the income of the typical poor family fell $4,615 below the poverty line, farther
below the poverty line than in any year since 1960. And the proportion of the Foor
falling into the “poorest of the poor’’ category—those with incomes below half of the
poverty line (or below $4,528 for a family of three in 1987) reached its highest level
in more than a decade. .

The plight of low-income families and children has long been a concern for the
Select Committee. In a Frevious hearing, we learned that the United States has a
higher gercentage of children in poverty than do seven western European countries.
The U.S. also has the highest percentage of all poor children who are severely
poor—Iliving in families with incomes less than 75 percent of the poverty line.

Our traditional response to poverty has been welfare. But less than 40 percent of

r children and their families are eligible for AFDC. When public aid is available,
1t fails to lift many of these families out of poverty. Between 1979 and 1986, one-
third of the increase in poverty among families with children can be attributed to
the reduced impact of government cash benefit programs. Current welfare reform
proposals are an improvement because they institutionalize family supports—educa-
tion and traininF, health care, and child care—that have been unavailable to most
low-income families.

But the economic and social dislocations of the past decade demand solutions
beyond welfare reform. To advance the discussion of how to overcome family pover-
ty in America, we are fortunate to have here today four prominent thinkers who
have stimulated public attention and public policy with their work. They will de-
scribe contemporary family poverty in America; examine its impact on different
family groups—including the urban underclass—and discuss which strategies the
next Administration should pursue if we are to restore the promise of prosperity to
America’s children and their families.

Chairman MiLLer. I'd like to welcome you to the Committee this
morning.

We have Doctor David Ellwood, who 1s a Professor of Public
Policy-at Harvard University, from the John F. Kennedy School of
Government; Doctor William Julius Wilson, who is the Lucy
Flower Distinguished Service Professor of Sociology and Public
Policy, University of Chicago; Doctor Lawrence Mead, who is the
Associate Professor of Politics, New York University of New York;
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and Lisbeth Schorr, who is a Lecturer in Social Medicine and
Health Policy, Harvard Medical School, and Member of the Har-
vard University Working Group on Early Life.

Welcome to the Committee, and thank you for your willingness
to join us this morning and to present your views on what I think
is becoming a gnawing problem certainly for the Congress and; I
think, more so for the country; and certainly one over of which
there appears to be a great deal of disagreement, especially con-
cerning: which way various segments of American society and fam-
PP -ilies-are:going-in_this economy;_whether or not.80.months._of pros-
perity has treated these families equally; and whether or not we
will be able to increase the participation of all American families
in the job marketplace and in some prospect of future prosperity.

Doctor Ellwood, we'll start with you.

STATEMENT OF DAVID T. ELLWOOD, PROFESSOR OF PUBLIC
POLICY, HARVARD UNIVERSITY, JOHN F. KENNEDY SCHOOL
OF GOVERNMENT, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Professor ELLwoop. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, I very
much appreciate your kind invitation to testify today on the causes
of poverty and the appropriate measures which we might take to
alleviate it. Frankly, I am also quite gratified to be included with
such august company. Most of my testimony today will be drawn
directly from my recently published book, “Poor Support: Poverty
in the American Family.’

I hope to leave you with a straightforward message about the
nature of poverty. More often than not, poverty in America.is a
magnification of problems that face most of us. The ghetto resi-
dent, who has come to dcminate so much of our stereotypes of the
poor, are not remotely representative. Census data from 1980
shows that only seven percent of all poor persons lived in very high
poverty neighborhoods of the 100 largest central cities. That group
deserves special attention, but I'll leave the other witnesses to talk
about their struggles. I will concentrate instead on the problems of
the seemingly invisible majority. . .

And T would like to offer an equally simple me&sage about policy.
This country could go a long way towards eliminating family pover-
ty in, America by accepting two very simple and almost universally
accepted propositions. First, if you work, you shouldn’t be poor.
- And'sécond, children in single-parent homes have a right to expect
. support from both parents. If we really insured that these proposi-
\ tions always held true, we could move a giant step towards insur-
- ing that the rhetoric of the American dream, which has so domi-
nated the presidential campaigns this year, really was a reality.

In my view, the goal of offering effective support to the poor got
lost around the time that we decided that welfare was to be our
primary means of helping. Welfare would be the ideal solution if
the underlying cause of poverty was a lack of money. But among
families with healthy working age adults, lack of money is but a
-symptom of low pay-or lack of a-job or one parent-trying to do the

: job.of two.
By treating -the sgmptoms rather than the causes of poverty, wel-
. fare almost inevitably creates conflicts in our basic values. So long
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‘ 5
as we use public assistance as our primary meaas of supporting the
poor, we will always be .fighting over “enefits and bureaucracies
and burdens. Surely our children deserve more than a system
which after 50 years of fighting still leaves one child in five below
the poverty line.

First, poverty in two-parent families. What are the causes of pov-
erty? I'm going to talk separately about two-parent and single-
parent families, and roughly half of the poor children are found in
each setting.

, The poverty of two-parent families is the poverty of the working
2 .poor,.the group we hear often about but do so little for. These fami-
lies ride the economic roller-coaster—This~is=the:-group-for_whom

“trickle down” really could work. When the economy is very strong
and real wages are growing rapidly and unemployment is falling,
these families generally do much better. But when the economy
stumbles or even grows very slowly, these families fall.

Unfortunately, there hasn’t been much trickling down in the
past 15 yeers. For most of this period, unemployment was quite
high. Happily, the economy has been blessed recently by lower
rates of unemployment, and that has reduced poverty in this group
somewhat. Still, the biggest force influencing the poverty of two
parent families is wage rates, and there has been little growth
‘there.

I estimate that in 40 to 45 percent of pcoi two-parent families,
and remember those families have roughly half the poor children
in them, one aduit is already working all year full-time or the com-
bined work of both parents was the equivalent of at least one full-
time worker. Yet median earnings of full-time workers remain
below the level they reached in 1973.

This lack of real wage growth has caused problems for most
American families. Often, they've sent a second worker into the
labor market just to keep pace. But what is hard for the middle
class can be devastating for people at the margin. There is increas-
ing evidence that earnings for those in the weakest economic posi-
tion have been hurt the most.

The plight of poor families with full-time workers is a direct
challenge to those who want to preserve the ideal that anyone that
is willing to work can make it in America. These families haven't
lost the work ethic. They embody it. They work long hours at low
pay, and they get virtually no help from the government. Full-time
workers typically qualify only for food stamps, and few are willing
to put up with the frustrations and indignities associated with get-
ting and using them. Most tragic of all, these families rarely have
good medical protection. If an illness pushes one person into the
hospital for even a few days, the family may lose everything it
sought to build and be left with a debt they can never hope to
repay.

So, these families work hard and are rewarded with poverty and
medical insecurity. One of the most shocking findings of my re-
search is that after counting government transfers, poor families
with full-time workers were literal'y the poorest of the poor. Their
incomes fell further below the poverty line than poor families with
disabled workers, further below the poverty line than families with
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unemployed workers, even further below the poverty line than
single parents on welfare.

No wonder these families are angry at the social welfare system.
It seems to mock their efforts. It's not that welfare benefits are so
high, for those on welfare are often left quite poor. Rather, it is
that wages can be so low. What signals are we sending to those
who try and hold a family together in spite of economic hardship,
to those who chose work over welfare, to those who are willing to
strive for the American dream?

Some may find these figures unbelievable, but they are easy to
understand. Today, a full-time job at the minimum wage will not
even support a family of two at the poverty line. One full-time and
one half-time minimum wage job won’t push a family of four out of

_poverty. Work does not always pay. If you work, you can be poor.

—Support:for:the=working:poor._We can,helé),,ﬂle working poor. Of
course, a strong and growing economy would bé of éndérmous benes-——
fit. Everyone favors renewed productivity grovith and low unem-
ployment. But we need not and must not abaiidon these families
while we await the return of evonomic growth. There are good an-
swers that lie outside the welfare system. These families don’t
want welfare. Instead, we should do two things: insure that all fam-
ilies get medical protection and make werk pay.

Every other industrialized couniry except South Africa has found
a way to insure medical protection. It need not be in the form of
national health insurance. Plans based on employer mandated cov-
erage or government being the insurer of last resort can be adopt-
ed. %ardless of the details, surely we can protect those who work
from the financial burdens of health care.

Similarly, we can make work pay. The most controversial
method is to raise the minimum wage. The arguments are all too
familiar to you, and I won’t repeat them here. Note, however, that
adjusted for inflation the minimum wage is below the levei it was
in 1956 and every year thereafter. There are other ways to help.
Expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit and adjusting it for
family size can, in effect, give the working poor a 1gay raise. Low
income workers get tax credits for each dollar they earn. The
E.LT.C. increases the incentive to work. Refundable day care cred-
its would also help. The best solution probably involves modest ad-
justments in all three: a higher minimum wage, a better E.LT.C,,
and day care credits.

We must commit ourselves to the principle that a working adult
can support his or her family above the poverty line. By insuringif
that those who work attain a modest level of economic and medica
security, we would reinforce our values of family, work, and inde-
})endence. Making work pay will not encourage dependency or iso-
ate or stigmatize. It woqu reflect our sense of community and our
belief that the efforts of all citizens are valued. It would be espe-
cially heIFfuI to struggling poor two-parent families. It would treat
a cause of poverty and not just a symptom.

Let me turn now to the poverty of single-parent families. The
primary cause of economic insecurity in America used to be getting
old. Now it's family break-up. We've reached the point where the
typical child born in America today is going to spend some time in
a single-parent home. The poverty rate for children in such set-

3

10




7

tings is roughly 50 percent. We created the Social Security system
to deal with the problems of the elderly. Surely, we can find a way
of coping with this threat to the economic security of our children.

The special problem of single parents is that one parent is left to
do the job we typically ask of two. Raising children, nurturing
them, and providing for them constitutes two demanding jobs. It is
hard for married couples to balance work and family. 'the burdens
facing single mothers are surely greater. It is neither reasonable
nor practical to expect all single parents to work all the time. Mar-
ried mothers typically don’t. Conirary to popular belief, while most
married mothers work, less then a third of all married mothers ac-
tually work full-time all year. Part-time or part-year work is the
norm.

But part-time work gets a single parent nowhere. Indeed, even a
woman who works full-time all year at a job which pays $5.00 an
hoar, almost twice the minimum wage, 50 percent higher, and who
_ can get day care at a very modest cost, even such a.person cannot
supportherself-and-two- children-above.the .poverty Jine.. She will
probably have minimal medical benefits. In a fairly ctypical state,
she will have only slightly more income than she could have gotten
from welfare ard food stamps. No wonder tlLose administering
work welfare programs in Massachusetts and California have
found that jobs paying less then $6.00 an hour and those without
medtilcal benefits are not likely to keep people off welfare perma-
nently.

So, single parents are left in an almest impossible situation.
They are asked to be both child-rearer and bread-winner. They are
offered a very stark choice. They can either work all the time, and
then they will be able to avoid poverty only if they can find a job
Rz:ying almost twice the minimum wage, or they can go on welfare.

member this is the choice that will face the mother of the typi-
cal child born in America. And she will face this choice during one
of the most stressful moments in her life, a time when she has just
become a single parent.

Many single parents do work all the time. They do so in far
greater numbers than married mothers do. But such women are
typically the best educated, the most experienced, the women with-
out young children, the women who can command a decent wage.
For a woman with very young children, little work experience and
a poor education, there may seem very little choice at all.

And once in the welfare system, there will be little real support
for a woman who wants to work. Indeed, the welfare system often
places its.greatest demands on those who try and mix work and
welfare, since the outside income makes them “error prone.” Wel-
fare mothers -who have tried to mix work and welfare often de-
scribe the situation as the worst of all worlds. No wender the larg-
est route out of welfare is through marriage or reconciliation
rather than work. People can and do wcrk their way off welfare,
but why does it have to be so hard? Why is there so little sugport
outside the welfare system? Is that what we want for our children?

Welfare reform is the beginning of change. There is hope. Wel-
fare reform is an important beginning. States like Massachusetts
and California have taken the lead in developing work welfare pro-
grams designed to encourage and sometimes coerce people in

11
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taking steps that will ultimately aid them in leaving welfare for
work. Recipients participate in job search, training, and work pro-
grams. They sometimes qualify for transitional day care and medi-
cal protection.

These programs have helped many people, and.can be legitimate-
ly seen a3 an important and dramatic shift in the nature of public
support. Their benefits exceed their costs. Still, every careful analy-
sis that has been done has shown that these work welfare pro-
grams increase earnings of welfare recipients on average only mod-
estly. By themselves, they will not come close to eliminating wel-
fare or insuring that self-support is always feasible. These plans
really don’t solve the problem facing many single parents. They
don’t insure that work pays and they don't help women balance
their dual provider and nurturer role.

Child support is the obvious next step. The basic problem re-
mains that we continue.to expest one parent to do the job we've
traditionally expected to be done by two. Single parents need and
deserve some additional support, but welfare is not a very attrac-
tive place to look for it. There is a much more natural starting
place, the ebsent parent.

Remarkably, only a third of single mothers in 1985 reported re-
ceiving any court ordered child support at zll. Those luck enough
to get such-payments reported getting an average of only $2,300.00.
Our current system sends a very clear message. By being absent, a
father can often escape any obligations to his children. For far too
many fathers, responsibility ends when the reletionship falters.

The current system robs both children and taxpayers of billions
of dollars which could be collected from absent fathers. Several re-
searchers have estimated that $20 billion to $30 billion more in
child support could be collected, including Perhaps $4 billion for
those on welfare. In the past few years, we've adopted important
reforms in child support. Current or pending legislation would en-
courage states to use simplified administrative procedures and uni-
form standards in making awards. Both parents would be identified
at biéth. Automatic wage withholding would be used for new
awards.

These steps represent a major improvement, vut they are likely
to fall far sgort of potential collections of $20 billion to $30 billion
in additional child support. There remain limited incentives for
states to find every father. Interstate cases remain almost impossi-
ble to deal with. Overburdened state judicial systems will remain
deeply involved.

Moreover, the current reforms will do little for many mothers on
welfare, since benefit rules allow recipients to keep at most $600.00
a year in money collected, and since no child support will be col-
lected when the absent father is unemployed. The mothers wio are
likely to have the greatest difficulty escaping welfare through work
are also least likely to get the additional child support they need to
achieve real independence.

Child support ought not to be the battleground for parental bit-
terness. It should not be of interest to government anly if welfare
money is saved. It is the obvious way to attack perh.ps the largest
source of financial insecurity for children from every race and

12
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class. Child support collection should be taken as seriously as col-
lecting taxes. Child support could be Social Security for childzen.

Bold reform in child support would involve three steps:

(1) When a single parent family was formed, the custodial parent
would inform the Social Security office and child support gayments
would be collected from absent parents along with other Social Se-
curity taxes by the employer.

(2) All money collected would be transferred to the children and
custodial parent.

(3) In much the same way that unemployment insurance helps
protect intact families with an unemployed worker, the govern-
ment would insure that child support payments never fell below,
say, $2,000.00 per child annually. Even if collections from the
absent parent fell below that level due tc -his unemployment or
ver{ low wages, government could insure that the child and custo-
dial parent could still count on some modest level of child support.
Welfare savings from increased child support collections would
more tha:i offset the costs of these provisions. Already, Wisconsin
and several other stater are experimenting with this form of as-
surtd child support.

In much the same way that older Americans are protected by
Social Security, children from all walks of life would be better pro-
tected by a single unified child support system, perhaps one based
in the Social Security system. Single mothers and their children
would have a far greater chance of .scaping welf..re. Absent par-
ents would be held responsible. And most amazing of all, since the
uniform system would be so much more effective in collecting pay-
ments from absent parents, savings in welfare would more than
cover the cost of insured benefit. Children would be better protect-
ed, mostly outside the welfare system without additional cost to the
government.

In my book, I show that if we adopted a uniform child support
assurance system and implemented the measures to make work
pay, any single parent could reach the poverty line by working

.only part-time. Full-time work would move her to an even higher

level. Self-support really would be feasible without welfare.

Again, the exact details are not the issue. One could adopt a
child support assurance plan without folding it into Social Security.
All children need and deserve support from both parents. Other-
wise, the typical child born in America will continue to be at very
great economic risk.

Real support for Americs’s families. Poverty in America is in
large part a reflection of low pay and family break-up. Lack of real
wage growth and changes in families have created insecurity for
families at all income levels. But for those at the bottom of the
ladder, the consequences have been particularly severe.

By relying chiefly on welfare to help the poor, I believe we've
failed to help people help themselves, salving rather than solving
their problems. We end up fighting interminably about rights and
wrongs, about responsibilities and relief, about desperation and de-
pendence. In the meantime, nearly a fifth of our children are poor,
a level of economic insecurity that Europeans find astonishing.

We ought to treat the caises of poverty directly. We can make
work pay. We can guarantee medical protection. We can dramati-
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cally reformn child support. Such measures reinforce our values, be-
cause they help people help themselves overcome legitimate prob-
lems. The measures could dramatically reduce poverty among fami-
lies in America. They would make self-support far more practical
for single parents and their children.

Welfare really could become a transitional program as people
cope with a temporary problem and find work. Our system of sup-
port for the poor can be something more than a holding ground for
people who are not making it on their own. It can address the real
causes of poverty and provide hope.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

[Prepared.-statement of Professor David T. Ellwood follows:]
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: Preparep StaTEMENT cF Davip T. Ertwoop, PH.D., Proressor OF Pusuic Pouicy,
Harvarp UNIVERSITY, JoBN F. KENNEDY SciooL OF Govnanmzm', CAMBRIDGE, MA

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I appreciate your kind
invitation to of fer testimony on the causes of family poverty and on appropriate
polices which might alleviate it. I am also quite gratified to be included with the
august company you have testifying before you today. Much of my testimony will M
: be drawn directly from my recently published book, Poor Support: Poverty in the
American Family (Basic Books). B

1 hope to leave you with a straightforward message about the nature of

poverty: more often than not, poverty in America is 2 magnification of problems
that face most of us. The ghetto resident who has come to dominate our
stereotypes of the poor are not remotely representative. Census data from 1980
show that only 7% of all poor persons lived in very high poverty neighborhoods in
the 100 largest central cities. Other witnesses today will talk about their struggles.
1 will concentrate on the problems of the seemingly invisible majority.

And 1 would like to offer an equally simple message about policy. This
country could go a long way towards climinating family poverty by acting upon
two very simple and almost universally accepted propositions: First, if you work,
you shouldn’t be poor. And second, children-in single parent homes have a right to
expect support from both parents. By insuring that these Drc;positions always held
true, we could move a giant step closer to insuring that the rhetoric of the
American dream, which seems to dominate the presidential campaigns of both

parties this year, really was a reality.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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In my view the goal of offering effective support to the poor got lost around
thc-timc we decided that welfare was to be the primary means of helping the poor.
Welfare would be the ideal solution if the underlying cause of poverty was & lack
of money. But among families with healthy, working age adults, lack of money is
but the symptom of low pay or lack of 8 job or of one parent trying to dn the job
of two. By treating the symptoms rather than the causes of poverty, welfare
creates inevitable conflicts in our basic values. So long as we use public assistance
as our primary means of supporting the poor, we will always be fighting over
benefits and burezucrats and burdens. Surely our children deserve more than a
system which after over 50 years of fighting still leaves almost one child in five
below the poverty line. )

Poverty in Two Parent Familics

But what are the causes of poverty? I shall talk separately about the
problems facing two parent and single parent families. Roughly half of the poor
children are found in each setting.

The poverty of two-parent families is the poverty of the working poor.

These families ride the economic roller coaster. This is the group for whom
“trickle down® really could work. When the cconomy is strong, with wages growing
rapidly and unemployment falling, these families do much better. But when the
economy stumblcs—. these families fall.

Unfortunately there hasn’t been much trickling down in the past 15 years.
For most of this period, unemployment.was quite-high. -Happily.the countsy has-
been blessed recently with lower rates of unemployment, and that has reduced the
poverty of this group somewhat. Still the biggest force influencing the poverty of

two-parent families is wage rates and there has been little growth there. I estimate

that in 40-45% of poor two parent familics, onc adult is already working full time

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




all year or the combined work by both parents was the cquivalent of at least one

full time worker. -Yet median carnings of full-time workers remain well below the
level they reached in 1973. This lack of wage growth has caused problems for
most American families. Often they have sent 8 second worker into the labor
market just to keep pace. But what is hard for the middle class can be devastating
for people living at the margin. There is increasing evidence that carnings for
those in the weakest economic position has been hurt the worst.

The plight of poor families with full-time workers is & direct challf:ngc to
those who want to preserve the ideal that anyone who is willing to work can make

it in America. These families haven’t lost the wosk ethic. They embody it. They

work long hours for low pay. And they get virtually no help from the government.

Full-time workers in poor families typically qualify only for food stamps, and few
are wiiiing to put up with the frustrations and indignities associated with getting
and using them. Most tragic of all, these families rarely have good medical
protection. If an illness p'ushcs one person into the hospiial for even a few days,
thc family may lose everything they have sought to build, and be left with a debt
tl‘lé{can never hope to repay.

( So these families work hard and are rewarded with poverty and medical
insecurity. One of the most shocking findings of my research is that after
counting government transfers, poor families with full-time workers were the
poorest of the poor. Their incomes fell further below the poverty line than poor
families with gisabled workers, further below the poverty line.than-families with-
unemployed workers, even further below the poverty line than single parent
familics on welfare. No wonder these families are angry at the social welfare

system. It secems to mock their efforts. It is not that weifare benefits are so high,

for those on welfare are often left quite poor, rather it is that wages can be very
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low. What signals are we sending those who try to hold a family together in spite
of economic hardship, to those who chose work over welfare, to those who are
willing to strive for the American dream?

Some may find these figures unbelievable. But they are casy to understand.
Today a full time job at the minimum wage will not even support a family of two
at the poverty line. One full-time and one half time minimu-m wage job won't
push a family of four out of poverty. Work docs not always pay. If you work,
you gap be poor. )

Support for the Working Poor

We can help the working poor. Of course a strong and growing cconomy
would be of enormous benefit. Evecryone favors renewed productivity growth and
low unemployment. But we need not and must not abandon these families while
we await the return of economic growth. There are good answers that lic outside
the welfare system. These families don’t want welfare. Instead we shoula do two
things: insure that all families get medical protection and make work pay.

Every other industrialized country except South Africa has found a way to
insure medical protection. It need not be in the form of national health insurance.
Plans based on employer mandated coverage or on government being the insurer of
last resort might be adopted. Regardless of the details, surely we can protect those
who work from the financial burdens of health care.

Similarly we can make work pay. The most controversial method is to raise
the minimum wage. The arguments here are all familiar. Note, however, that
adjusted for inflation, the minimum wage is below the level it was in 1956 and
every year thereafter. There are other ways to help. Expanding the Earned
Income Tax Credit (EITC) and adjusting it for family size can, in effect, give the

working poor a pay raise. Low income workers get tax credits for each dollar they
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carn. The EITC increas:s the incentive to work. Refundable day care credits
would also help. The best solution probably involves modest adjustments in all
three--2 higher minimum wage, & better EITC, and day care credits.

. We must commit ourselves to the principle that 8 working adult can support
his or her family above the poverty line. By insuring that those who work attain a
modest level of economic and medical security, we would reinforce our values of
work and family and independence. Making work pay would not encourage
dependency or isolate and stigmatize. It would reflect our sense of community and
our belief that the efforts of all citicens are valued. It would treat & cause of
poverty, not just a symptom.

Pov in Single } Famili

The primary cause of cconomic insccurity in America used to be old age.
Today it is family break-up. We have reached the point where the typical child
born in America today will spend some time in a single parent home. The poverty
rate for children in such settings is over 50%. We created the Social Security
system to deal with the problems of the elderly. Surely we can find a way of
coping with this threat to the economic security of our children.

The special problem of single parents is that one parent is 12ft to do the work
of two. Raising children and providing for them constitutes two demanding jobs.
It is hard for married couples to balance work and family. The burdens facing
single mothers are surely greater. It is neither reasonable nor practical to expect
all single mothers to work all the time. Married mothers typically don't. Contrary
to popular belicf, while most married mothers work, less than 1/3 of all married
mothers actually work full time all year. Part-time or part-year work is the norm.

But part-time work gets a single parent nowhere. Indeed even a woman who

works full time all year at 8 job which pays $5 per hour, who can get day carc ata
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very modest cost, will still not be able to support herself and two children above
the poverty line. She will probably have minimal medical benefits. And in a
fairly typical state, she will have only slightly more income than she could have
gotten from welfare and food‘stamps. No wonder those administering work-
welfare programs in Massachusetts and California have found that jobs paying.less
than 56 per hour and those without medical benefits are not likely to keep people
of f welfare permanently.

So single parcnts are left in an almost impossible situation. They ure asked
10 be both child rearer and bread-winner. But they are offered a very stark
choice: they can either work all the time--and then they will be able to avoid
poverty only if they can find a job paying almost twice the minimum wage--or
they can g0 on welfare. Remember this is the choice that will face the mother of
the typical child born in America. And she will face this choice during one of the
most stressful moments in her life--a time when she has just ‘bccomc a single
pareut.

Many single mothers do work all the time--they do so far more often than
married mothers do. But such women are typically the best educated, the most
experienced, the women without young children, the women who can command a
decent wage. For a woman with very young children, little work experience and a
poor education, there may seem to be very little choice at all. And once in the
welfare system, there-will be little real support for a woman who wants t0 work.
Indeed the welfare system often places its greatest demands on those who try to
mix work and welfare since their outside income makes them "error prone.”
Welfare mothers who have tried to work while on welfare often describe the
situation as the worst of all worlds. No wonder the largest route out of welfare by

far is marriage or reconciliaiion rather than work. People can and do work their
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way off welfare, but why does it have to be so hard? Why is there so little real
support outside the welfare system? Is this what we want for our chiidren?

¥ = e

There is hope. Welfare reform is an important beginning. States like
Massachusetts and California have taken the lead in developing work-welfare
programs designed to encourage and sometimes coerce people into taking steps
which will ultimately aid them in leaving welfare for work. Recipients participate
in job search, training, and work programs. They sometimes qualify for
transitional programs offcring day care and medical protection designed to case
the move from welfare to work. These programs have helped many people and can
legitimately be seen as an important and dramatic shift in the nature of public
support. Their benefits exceed their costs. Still, every careful analysis that has
been done has shown that work-welfare programs will only increase earnings of
welfare recipients modestly. By themselves, they will not come close to eliminating
welfare or insuring that self-support is always feasible. These plans don’t really
solve the problems facing many single mothers. They don’t insure that work pays.
They don’t help a single parent balance her dual role.

The basic problem remains that we continue to expect one parent to do the
job we have traditionally expected to be done by two. Single parents neced and
deserve some additional support. But welfare is not a very attractive place to look
for it. There is & much more naturzl starting place: the absent parent.

Remarkably only 1/3 of single mothers in 1985 reported receiving any court
ordered child support payments at all. Those lucky enough to get such payments
report getting an average of only $2,318. Our current system sends a very clear
message: by being absent, a father can often escape any obligations to his children.

For far too many fathers, responsibility ends when the relationship falters.

v
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The current system robs both children and taxpayers of billions of dollars
whi;:h could be collected from abscat fathers. Several researchers have estimated
that $20 to $30 billion more in child support could be collected, including perhaps
$4 billion for those on welfare. In the past few years we have adopted important
reforms in child support. Current or pending legislation would encourage states to
use simplified administrative procedures and uniform standards in making awards.

Both parents would be identified at birth. Automatic wage withholding would be

used for all new awards.

These steps will represent a major improvement, but are likely to fall far
short of the potential collections of $20-30 billion in additional child support,
There are limited incentives for states to find every father. Interstate cases
remain almost impossible to deal with. Overburdened state judicial systems still
rémain deeply involved.

Moreover, the current reforms will do little for many mothers on welfare,
since benef'it rules allow recipients to keep at most $600 per year from the rioney
collected and since no child support would be collected when the absent parent has
little or no earnings. The mothers who are likely to have the greatest difficulty
escaping welfare through work are also least likely to get the additional child
support they need to achieve real independence.

Child § Social § itv for Child

Child support ought not to be the battleground for parental bitterness. It
should not be of interest to government only if welfare money is saved. It is the
obvious way to attack the perhaps the largest source of financial insecurity for
children from every race and class. Child support collections should be taken as
seriously as collecting taxes. Child support could be Social Security for children.

Bold reform in child support would involve three steps:

22
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1. When a single parent famiiy was formed, the custodial parent would
inform the Social Security office and child support payments would be
collected from the absent parents along with other Social Security taxes by
the employer.

2. All money collected would be transferred to the children and custodial
parent.

3. In much that the same way that unemployment insurance helps protect
intact families with an unemployed worker, the government would insure
that child support payments never fell below, say $2,000 per child
annualiy. Even if collections from the absent parent fell below that level
duc to his unecmployment or very low wages, government could insure that
the child and custodial parent could still count on some madest level of
child support. Welfare savings from increased child support collections
would more than offsct the cost of this provision. Already Wisconsin and
scveral other states are experimenting with assured child support.

In the same way that older Americans are protected by Social Security,
children from all walks of life would be better protected in a single unified child
support system. Single mothers and their children would have a far greater chance
of escaping welfare. Absent parents would be held responsible. And n;ost' amazing
of all, since the uniform system would be so much more effective in collecting
payments from absent parents, savings in welfare would more than cover the cost

of the insured benefit. Children would be far better protected, mostly outside the

wclfare system without additional cost to the government.

In my book, ! show that if we adopted a unified child support assurance
system and implemented the measures t0 make work pay, any single parent could
reach the poverty line by working only part-time. Full time work wo.uld move her
to an even a higher income level. Self-support really would be feasible--without
welfare,

Again the exact details are not the issue. One could adopt a child support
assurance plan without folding it into the Social Security system. All children
need and deserve support from both parents. Otherwise the typical child born in

America will continue to be at very great economic risk.
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Real S for America’s Famili

Poverty in America is in large part a reflection of low pay and family break-

up. Lack of real wage growth and changes in families have created insecurity for
families from all income classes. But for those at the bottom of ihe ladder, the
consequences have been particularly severe.

By relying chiefly on welfare to help the poor, I believe we have failed to
help people help themselves, salving rather than solving their problems. We end up
fighting interminably about rights and wrongs, about responsibilities and relief,
about desperation and dependence. In the meantime, ncarly a fifth of our children
are poor--a level of economic insecurity Europeans find astonishing.

We ought to treat the causes of poverty directly. We can make work pay,
guarantee medical protection, and dramatically reform child support. Such
measures reinforce our values because they help people help themselves overcome
legitimate problems. The measures could dramatically reduce poverty among
families in America. They would make self-support far more practical for single
parents and their children. Welfare really could become a transitional program as
people cope with a temporary problem and find work. Our system of support for
the poor can be something mor¢ than a holding ground for people who are not

making it on thu.c own. It can address the real causes of poverty and provide hope.
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Chairman MiLLer. Before I recognize Doctor Wilson, I'd like to
recognize Congressman Coats of Indiana, the senior Republican
member of the Committee for a statement.

Mr. Coars. Thank iyou, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for being
tardy. I just flew back from Indiana this morning.

And I also apologize to you, the witnesses, for a schedule conflict
:that’s going to prevent me from being here to hear what sounds
like already some very interesting and needed testimony.

My Energy and Commerce Committee this morning is marking
up, unfortunately for my schedule and unfortunately for a lot of
those in the industry, the Glass-Steagell or banking bill at 10:00.
So, I'll have to leave and miss part of this, but I'll attempt to bal-
ance both interests and be back and forth. .

Let me just say that I think on both sides of the.aisle there’s
been an obvious J‘Zssa tisfaction with many of the programs current-
ly in place to help the poor. There’s a current ‘consensus that our
current programs fail both the taxpayers who underwrite them and
the poor that they’re supposed to help. The greatest indicator of
this dissatisfaction is the current welfare reform legislation which
is now in conference between the House and Senate.

The recent Census Bureau report on poverty bolstered this view.
Even at a time of ungerecedented sustained economic growth, -poor
families fell further below the poverty line in 1987 than in any
year since 1960. Figures.are esrecially distressing for minorities,
because 30 percent of black families now live in poverty and half of
all young black children are poor.

At the same time, the report confirms what previous data has
suggested and our first witness has just confirmed. Strong families
are the best shield against economic hardship. Of all the types of
households, two-parent families have by far the lowest poverty
rate. This is true for black families in particular. Where the pover-
ty rate for black families in general is 30 percent and the rate for
black female-headed families is now 52 percent, the rate for black
two-parent families is only 12 percent.

The cause of poverty fuoee beyond family structure of course, but
fashioning legislation which will encourage strong families will go
a long way toweards helping those on the bottom rung of the eco-
-nomic ladder, and hopefully that’s something that we can-all agree

on.

I'm pleased that we have such an eminent level of experts on the
subject of poverty to discuss government anti-poverty -programs,
welfare reform, and even measures that go beyond: present reform
proposals. With your help, we can try to generate a discussion
about alternatives which will effectively help the-poor-become-self-
sufficient productive members of society, which is after all what ev-
eryone would like to see.

Again, 1 thank the ‘Chairman for holding this hearing ‘oa-an im-
portant topic, and for the witnesses contributions.

Chai MirLer. I'd also like to acknowledge.that.the Commit-
tee has been joined by Congresswoman Boxer, my colleague from.
Ca.(l:i}tl'orrln-ia,‘an also Congressman Charles Hayes from Illinois.

+ Charlie.

Mr. Haves. First, let me thank you, Mr. Chairman, :for having

extended to me an invitation to be here this morning. I'm sorry too
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that I'm a little late, but I had to reshuffle my schedule in order to
here now.

I do acknowledge the fact that I have a constituent of mine who
is going to testify here, Doctor William Julius Wilson, from the
University of Chicago which is located in the heart of my district.
He has done much in focusing some attention on poverty as it
exists not only in my district but in the nation. Child care and
overcoming family poverty is a part of the process. It's certaiiily
something that I have a great interest in, because, if you don't
know it, I represent a district where poverty is really rising as it is
nationally.

To call the attention of those of us in Congress to the severity of
this situation and to begin to take legislative steps to try to correct
it is, I think, what we ought to be all about. I just want to com-
mend Doctor Wilson for having taken his time not only to appear
here, but to focus real attention on this very critical issue that
faces America, this great country of ours.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you.

Doctor Wilson.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM JULIUS WILSON, LUCY FLOWER DIS-
TINGUISHED SERVICE PROFESSOR OF SOCIOLOGY AND
PUBLIC POLICY, UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO, CHICAGT, 1L

Professor WiLsoN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

HI very much appreciate the kind werds of Congressman Charles

ayes. .

Thank you for allowing me to present my views to this very im-
portant committee. I have been asked to discuss somv. of the issues
raised ir-my recent book, The Truly Disadvantager. For the pur-
Tsses of this presentation, I should like to discuss m'y arguments on
recent economic trends and the plight of the ghe’fo underclass. I
shall draw upon data recently collected from a 7esearch project I
am directing on poverty and family structure in the inner city
neighborhoods of Chicago.

I should emphasize that Chicago is fairly typical of rustbelt cities-
such as New York, Cleveland, Detroit, and Baltimore. The general
processes that I shail describe, such as the effects of plant shut-
downs on ghetto neighborhoods and the class transformation of the
inner city, have characterized social changes in all of thesa cities.

It is well established in the sociological litersture that economic
hardships adversely impact the formation and stability of familtes.
Research has demonstrated, for example,.a divect relatioaship be-
tween the timing of marriage and economic conditions. The more
encouraging the latter, the earlier young people tend to marry.
Indeed, the survey data collected by researchurs in my project on
urban poverty and family structure in Chicago show that employed
fathers in Chicago’s inner city neighborhoods are two and a half
times more likely than non-employed fathers to marry the mother
of their first child. -

This finding supports the hypothesis that male joblessness is a
central factor in the trends involving never-married parenthood in
the ghetto. Indeed, black women generally, but especially young
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black females residing in large cities are facing a shrinking pool of
“marriageable,” that is, economically stable, men. This problem is
particularly acute in the poverty areas of the inner city.

For example, in the inner city neighborhoods of Oakland, Grand
Boulevard, and Washington Park, three areas which compose the
heart of Chicago’s black ghetto, the aggregate ratio of employed
males over.adult females decreased sharpﬁ{ and continuously since
1950. At that.time, 1950, there were roughly seven employed males
aged 16.and over for -every ten adult women in these neighbor-
hoods, a ratio close to the ci?wide figure of 73 .percent. Thirty

ears later, this proportion had dropped to 56 percent in Chicago,
.but .plummeted to 24 percent in Grand Boulevard, 29 percent in
Washington Park, and a mere 19 percent in Oakland—19 empleoyed
males for. every 100 females.

No other group in urban America has experienced such a rapid
and near total depletion of marriageable men. The sharp drop in
the pool of marriageable men is a reflection of an accumulation of
economic and social dislocations that have fundamentally altered
the social -fabric of inner city communities.

Today’s ghetto neighborhoods are not only very different from
other urban neighborhoods, they are also quite different from what
they were 20 or 30 years ago. The evolution-of the class structure
of the ghetto testifies to an-increasing segregation of the most de-
prived segments: of the black community. This is most clearly seen
in the skyrocketing rates of labor market exclusion.

The fate of the black community of North Lawndale on the
City’s West Side vividly exemplifies this cumulative process of
social and economic dislocation that has swept through Chicago’s
inner.city. After a quarter of a century of uninterrupted deteriora-
tion, North Lawndale resembles a war zone. Nearly half of its
housing stock since 1960 has disappeared. What remains of it is, in
most cases, rundown or dilapidated.

A recent survey of the data found that only eight percent of its
buildings were in good to excellent conditions, with ten percent on
the.verge of collapse and another 40 percent in need of major reha-
bilitation. The physical deterioration of the neighborhood is
matched only by its social deterioration. Levels of crime in North.
Lawndale have reached astronomical proportions. In. 1985, its
murder rate was twice that of the city and six times greater than
the national average. Police contacts with juveniles were 20 times
more frequent there than in the white neighborhoods on the North
side of town.

While infant mortality has dropped both nationwide and in Chi-
cago, it has continued to climb in North Lawndale. In 1985, it
peaked at 28 deaths per 1000 live births, almost three times tha na-
tional figure. According to recent counts, a full 70 percent of all
babies in this community are born out of wedlock and half of all
births are currently to mothers 21 or younger, with one in seven to
girls aged less than 17.

The proportion of households headed by women doubled in the
last decade, reaching 61 percent or twice the city average in 1980.
At the same time, the proportion of those receiving welfare assist-
ance, including food stamps-and no-grant medical assistance, rose
from one-third to one-half of the entire population.
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Now these problems, these social problems, are closely related to
a string of plant and store shutdowns that have gradually turned
North Lawndale from a lively industrial and coramercial hub into
one of the most destitute ghetto neighborhoods in the city. Chicago
still. had more than 8,000 factories in 1970. By 1982, this figure was
down to 5,200, a-net loss of more than 35 percent. Because North
Lawndale has, like many inner city neighborhoods across the coun-
try, depended heavily on smokestack industries for low-skilled jobs
and steady income, it has shouldered more than- its share of the
costs of this deindustrialization.,

In its good days, the economy of this Westside neighborhood was
anchored by two. huge factories, the famous Hawthorne plant of
Western- Electric with over 43,000 jobs, and a Harvester plant em-
ploying some 14,000 workers. The world headquarters of Sears Roe-
ptIJ)ck and.-Company was located in its midst, adding another 10,000
jobs. .

Lorean Evans, a re:xident of North Lawndale and head of a local
economicdevelopment group, recalls how the area was “just a con-
glomerate of stores then. We had an auto center an banks, a
York’s.department store, a Woolworth’s. We had all kinds of spe-
cialty shops.” There were, among others, a Zenith and a Sunbeam
factory, a Copenhagen snuff plant, an Alden’s catalogue store, a
Dell. Farm food market, and a post office bulk station.

But things changed quickly. Harvester closed its gates at the end
of the 1960s and is now a vacant lot. Zenith, Sunbeam, and Alden
also shut down their facilities. Sears' moved most._of its offices to
the downtown Loop in 1973, leaving behind only its catalogue dis-
tribution center with a work force of 3,000, until last year when it
was_relocated out of the State of Illinois. The Hawthorne -factory
gradually phased out its operation and finally closed down in 1984.

As the big plants left, so did the smaller stores, the -banks, and
numerous businesses dependent on the wages paid by large employ-
ers for their sales. To make matters worse, scores of stores were
forced out of. business or pushed out of the neighborhood by insur-
ance companies in the wake of the 1968 riots that swept through
Chicago’s West Side after the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther
King dr. Others were burned or simply abandoned.

It has been estimated that the community lost 75 percent of its
business establishments from 1960 to 1970 alone. Presently, North
Lawndale has one bank and one supermarket, versus 48 state lot-
tery-agents, 50 currency exchanges, and 99 licensed bars and liquor
stores for a population of over 60,000. During these decades, the
easing of racial strictureson housing and the gradual improvement
of economic opportunities for educated blacks in the corporate and
public sectors, spurred by the civil rights movement and affirma-
tive action programs, led many black middle-class.and stable work-
ing-class families to leave the ghetto.

From 1970 to 1980, the number of poor families in North Lawn-
dale decreased by one-tenth, but the number of non-poor families
dropped by more than a third. The number of North Lawndale
residents employed in manufacturing ar? onstruction, declined by
two-thirds in 1960 to less than 5,200 workers 20 years later. The
heavy bleeding of industrial jobs, combined with the accelzerating
exodus of working families produced a quadrupling of the cfficial
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unemployment rate and an even sharper drop in the employment
rate:

In 1980, a large ma{'crity of all adults, 62 percent, living in North
Lawndale, did nol hold a job. These job losses resulted in a drop in
the median family income from 74 percent of the city average in
1960 to less than half in 1980. -Also, by 1980, seven of the 27 census
tracts that comprise North Lawndale had poverty rates that ex-
ceeded 50 percent, while the overall poverty rate reached 43 per-
cent, up from 30 percent only ten years earlier.

The-increased joblessness, poverty, and receipt of welfare is sig-
nalling not merely a quantitative concentration of poverty, but a
transformation-of the -social and economic structure of the inner
city which,. given the profound economic changes that I've dis-
cussed, puts their residents in a much more constraining situation
than that of the poor of other neighborhoods. In other words, in ex-
treme poverty areas, the progressive exodus and near total absence
of working and middle-class families has several far-reaching conse-
quences.

‘First; -it-removes-an-important-social.buffer.that.deflects_the full
impact of unemployment and thus leaves the ghetto poor more vul-
nerable to the kind of prolonged and increasing joblessness as a
result of uneven economic growth and periodic recession that
plagued inner city communities in the 1970s and early 1980s.

The -absence of stable working families makes it considerably
more difficult to-sustain basic institutions:in the inner city, for it
cuts deep into their membership and saps their base of support.
Banks, stores, professional services, and restaurants lose their best
and most regular patrons. Churches see their audience dwindle and
their, resources shrink as their most concerned members leave the
parish. Recreational facilities, block.clubs, community groups and
other informal organizations also fail to retain their most likely
users.

The decline of these organizations in turn weakens -the formal
and informal controls over aberrant behavior and contributes to in-
creasing levels of ¢crime and street violence, which further fuels the
decline of the neighborhood.

Second, concentration of poverty significantly impacts on the
school and educational processes. More specifically, by lowering the
class composition of the student body and the volume of cultural
capital that children bring in from outside the school, it significant-
ly reduces the chances of academic success. The concentration of
low achieving students lowers teachers’ moral. It also helps to un-
dermine the connection between education and post-school employ-
ment, and thus affects aspirations and achievement.

It is not surprising that in our sur y of employers in the Great-
er Chicago area, both black and white employers expressed concern
about the quality of inner city education, and for that reason are
reluctant to hire inner city high school graduates.

Third, the class transformation of the inner city drastically cuts
off employment opportunities. One thing, there are fewer local
businesses, service establishments-and stores around that can offer
jobs, particularly the kind of ?art-time jobs that are crucial to so-
cialize youth into the world of work. Illegal activity, such as drug
dealing, fencing stolen goods are often the only means by which
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teenagers from these communities can get the income they and
their families need. As a result, many of them routinely become in-
volved with crime rather than with work.

More crucially though, inner-city residents become isolated from
the job networks that permeate other neighborhoods. They lack the
kind of informal contacts with employe»s or workers that are deci-
‘sive to obtaining employment. In of'  words, with fewer kin,
fewer friends, fewer acquaintances holu.ug jobs or are in a position
to influence hiring, they are less likely to learn about openings, to
bglrecommganded or and to retain such jobs as might become avail-
able.

For example, our study in Chicago reveals that employers in in-
dustries on the outskirts of Chicago, or on the suburban ring, re-
cruit workers for job vacancies almost exclusively through the in-
formal network of their current employees.

Fourth, as the structure of opportunity is distorted by the
changes in the class transformation of the inner-city, the social per-
ception of this structure is also altered. When the objective proba-
bility of achieving a socially rewarding and stable life symbolized
by the presence of working and middle-class families decreases,
high aspirations are difficult to entertain. Individuals are more
likely to attempt to “adjust” to a condition -perceived to be un-
changeable and inevitable. This creates a circular process that
feeds back onto itself, whereby the adjustment of subjective expec-
tations and hopes reinforces the objective mechanisms that limit
prospects for mobility through controlling institutional channels.

The effects of the features of the local social structure on the ac-
tions, aspirations, and expectations of individuals and families can
hardly be overemphasized. In a neighborhood plagued by massive
exclusion from the labor market and continual job losses, the
stable employment opportunities are objectively minimal. Where
chances of economic self-sufficiency are severely reduced for a size-
able proportion of the residents, it should not be surprising if many
found it difficult to maintain a solid commitment to the labor force
and belief in the economic promises of middleclass America. The
experience of long and repeated spells of joblessness, or a succes-
sion of low-paying dead-end jobs thet cannot generate sufficient
income to support a family are hardly conducive to a strong attach-
ment to the labor force.

Thus it is the social context, including the structure of opportuni-
ties, which explains the behavior, aspirations, and hopes of inner-
city residents. Far from arising from a self-reproducing culture of
poverty, their disposition toward the future is an expression of
their objective future.

Moreover, the growth of inner-city welfare should be understood
not as an autonomous force that generates other social problems,
but as a response to the complex interaction of econoinic and social
forces that have distorted the opportunity structure for ghetto resi-
dents and led to their increasing social isolation.

Indeed, data from our research project in Chicago show that wel-
fare mothers who live in the ghetto are far less likely to expect to
be free of welfare within less than a year, and far more likely to
anticipate needing assistance for more than five years than welfare
mothers who reside in the low-poverty areas. Those unable to
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secure jobs in low-poverty areas have access *o social and economic
supports to help them avoid the public aid :Jles that their ghetto
counterparts lack.

The mere fact of living in a ghetto or an extreme poverty area
would increase one’s uneasiness about entering the job market.
“We all remember the anxiety in getting our first job,” states one
observer. “For a woman who has been out of the job market for
years or maybe has néver had a job, that anxiety can be greatly
compounded. And many of these people live in isolated inner-city
neighborhoods where there aren’t many role models to offer skills
at coping with the job market.”

As one welfare mother in Chicago put it, seeking a job, “I get so
nervous-and scared going out looking for a job, meeting all them
strange folks, you know. And I never know how to talk to them.”
Such feelings are likely to be far more common in socially isolated
ghetto neighborhoods than in other areas of the city.

It is important to recognize this complex interaction of economic
and social forces to avoid simplistic explanations that the problem
is due to a lack of work commitment, an argument which is fre-
3uéntly made by some social scientists who, instead of actually con-

ucting empirical research themselves, reach such conclusions on
the basis of selective use of secondary documents,

My analysis thus leads me to strongly favor the non-welfare ap-
proach to the problems I have discussed. That is, to move beyond
programs such as workfare in favor of a comprehensive package of
policies. anchored in economic measures designed to attack the
structural roots of the problem rather than treat its more apparent
symptoms at the level of individuals.

I believe that a program that combines progressive welfare
reform with a job creation policy that would guarantee jobs to any
American citizen unable to find employment in the private sector,
and universal provision of child and health care, that David Ell-
wood has talked about, would be far more effective in the long-run
in lifting people out of poverty and off the welfare rolls.

But given the seriousness of the problems of poverty concentra-
tion and social dislocations in the inner-<ity, I also find it impera-
tive 1o effect changes in the current tax laws to-free-up the finan-
cial means necessary to launch comprehensive reforms in the areas
of education, training, child support assurance, and to expand the
earned income tax credit. However, I think it is extremely impor-
tant to recognize that there will be little enthusiasm for such re-
{ggn:; if they were discussed solely as benefiting the truly disadvan-

In the final analysis,-the question of reform is a-political one. Ac-
cordingly, if the issues are couched in terms of promoting economic
security for all Americans, if the essential political message under-
scores the need for economic and social reform that benefits all
gtoups in society, not just poor minorities, a basis for generating a

ggd-based political coalition to achieve such reform would be cre-
ated.

Indeed, programs that guarantee J'obs, reform public education,
assure child support, provide child care and health care, and
expand the earned income tax credit would draw overwhelming
support from the American public if they are not narrowly target-
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ed to the truly disadvantaged. We would therefore be able to im-
prove the life chances of the ghetto underclass with programs in
which the more advantaged groups of all races and class back-
grounds could positively relate.

Mr. Chairman; I am fully aware that the cost of programs to
expand social and economic opportunity will be great, but it must
be weighed against the economic and social costs of a do-nothing
policy. In short, our nation would be far better off if we were to
take positive steps to reduce economic deprivation in the ghetto
and all the problems associated with it.

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you very much for your testimony.

[Prepared statement of Professor William Wilson follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM JuLIUs WiLsoN, Lucy FLOWER DISTINGUISHED
SERVICE PROFESSOR OF S0CIoLOGY AND Pusuic Pouicy, UNIVERsITY OF CHICAGO,
CHicaco, IL

RECENT ECONOMIC TRENDS AND THE TRULY DISADVANTAGED
by William Julius Wilson

Mr. Chairman and members of the Select Committee on
Children, Youth and Families, my name is William Julius Wilson. 1 am
a Professor of Sociology and Public Policy at the University of
Chicago. | have been asked to discuss some issues raised in my
recent book, The Truly. Disadvantaged.! For the purposes of this
—— -presentation |. should like to discuss my arguments on recent
economic trends and the plight of the ghétto underclass. | shall
draw upon data recently collected from a research project | am
directing on poverty and family structure in the inner-city
neighborhoods of Chicago.2
Chicago is fairly typical of rustbelt cities such as New York,

Cleveland, Detroit, and Baltimore and the general processes that |
shall describe, such as the effects of plant shutdowns on ghetto

. neighborhoods and the class transformation of the inner city, have

characterized social changes in all of these cities.

Social Conditions in the Inner City
Social conditions in the ghettos of Northern metropolises have
- never been enviable, but today they are scaling new heights in
deprivation and hardship. The situation of Chicago's black inner city
is emblematic of the social changes that have sown despair and

exclusion in these communities. As table 1 indicates, an
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unprecedented tangle of woes is now gripping the black communities
of the city's South and West sides. These racial enclaves have
experienced rapid increases in the number and percentages of poor
families, extensive outmigration of working- and middle-class
households, stagnation of income, and record lavels of
unemployment. As of the last census, over two-thirds of all
families living in these areas were headed by women: about half of
the population had to rely on public aid, for most adults were out of
a job and only a tiny fraction of them had completed college.

The largest single force behind this increasing social and
economic marginalization of large numbers of inner-city blacks has
been a set of mutually reinforcing spatial and industrial changes in
the country’s urban golitical economy that have converged to
undermine the material foundation of the traditional ghetto. Among
these structural shifts are the decentralization of industrial plants,
which started at the time of World War | but accelerated sharply
after 1950, and the flight of manufacturing jobs abroad, to the
Sunbelt states, or to the suburbs and exurbs at a time when blacks
were continuing to migrate en masse to Rustbelt central cities; and
the general deconcentration of metropolitan economies and the turn
toward service industries and occupations.

In 1954, Chicago was still near the height of its industrial
power. Over 10,000 manufacturing establishmeris operated within
the city limits, employing a total of 616,000 workers, including
nearly half a million production workers. By 1982, the number of
plants had been cut by half, providing a mere 277,000, in sharp

contrast with the overall growth of manufacturing employment in
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‘- Table 1. Selected Characteristics of Chicago's Ghetto Neighborhood, 1970-1980

EY

. Area ‘ngzl::; E:l:" XUnemployed ’Fﬁ:?}?ége°ded Hg:lg;efamily égifggguggzgee
: T T R s . IR L. D (A OMS L/
" Fast GarfieldPark 32 0 : 8 21 34 61 6.4 9.7 1 2

North Lawndale 30 40 9 20 33 61 7.0 9.9 2
- Mest Garfield Pirk 25 37 8 21 29 58 ‘7.5 10.9 1 2
UTH SIDE. Oakland a“ 61 13 30 8 19 4.9 5.5 -2 3
Grand Boulevard 37 .51 10 24 40. 76 5.6 6.9 2 3
Washington Park 28 43 8 21 35 70 65 8.1 2 3
Near South Side 3 a3 7 20 a 76 5.2 1.3 5 9

*in thousands of dollars annually

§ource: Chizago Fact Book Consortfum, Local Community Fact Book: Chicago Metropolitan Area, Chicago, The Chicago Review P
1984. ~
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the country which added almost 1 million production jobs in the

_ quarter-century starting in 1958. This crumbling of the city’s
industrial base was accompanied by substantial cuts in trade
employment--over 120,000 jobs were lost in retail and wholesale
from 1963 to 1982. The mild growth of services--which increased
by 57,000 during the same period, excluding health, financial, and
sociai services--came nowhere near to compensating for this
collapse of Chicago’s low-skilled employment pool. Because blacks
have traditionally relied on manufacturing and blue-collar
employment for economic sustenance, the upshot of these structural
economic changes for the residents of the inner city has been a
steep and accelerating rise in labor market exclusion. In the 1950s,
-ghetto blacks had roughly the same rate of employment as the
average Chicagoan, with some 7 adults in 10 working. While this
ratio has not changed citywide over the ensuing three decades,
nowadays most inhabitants of the Black Belt cannot find gainful
employment and must resort to welfare or to illegal activities in
order to survive. In 1980, two adults in three did not hold jobs in
the South- side ghetto neighborhoods of East Garfield Park and
Washington Park, and three adults in four were not employed in
Grand Boulevard and Oakland.

As the metropolitan economy moved away from smokestack
industries and expanded outside of Chicago, emptying the Black Belt
of most of its manufacturing jobs and employer residents, the 4ap
between the ghetto and the rest of the city, not to mention its

suburbs, wideried dramatically. By 1980, median family income on

the South and East sides had dropped to around one-third and one-
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half of the city average, respectively, compared with two-thirds and
, near-parity thirty years earlier.

It is well established in the sociological literature that
economic hardships adversely impact the formation and stability of
families. Research has demonstrated, for example, a direct
relationship between the timing of marriage and economic
conditions: the more encouraging the latter, the earlier young people
tend to marry. Indeed, the survey data collected by researchers in
our Urban Poverty and Family Structure Project show that employed
fathers in Chicago's inner-city neighborhoods a‘e two and a half
times more likely than nonemployed fathers to marry the mother of
their first child.3 This finding supports the hypothesis that male
joblessness is a central factor in the trends involving never-married
parenthood -in the ghetto. Indeed, black women generally, but
especially young black females residing in large-cities, are facing a
shrinking pool of "marriageable” (that is, economically stable) men.?
And tl:s problem is particularly acute in the poverty areas of the
inner city. For example, in Oakland, Grand Boulevard, and
Washington Park, three areas which compose the heart of Chirago's
black ghetto, the aggregate raiio of employed males over adult
females decreased sharply and continuously since 1950. At that
time there were roughly 7 employed males for every 10 adult women
in these neighborhoods, a ratio close to the citywide figure of 73
percent. Thirty years later, this proportion had dropped to 56
percent in Chicago, but plummeted to 24 percent in Grand Boulevard,

29 percent in Washington Park, and a mere 19 percent in Uakland. No

other group in urban America has experienced such a rapid and near-
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total depletion of marriageable men. The sharp drop in the
pool of "marriageable men" is a reflection of a cumulation of
economic and social dislocations that have fundamentally altered
the. social fabric of inner-city communities. Todays ghetto
neighborhoods are not only very different from cther urban
neighborhoods, they are also quite different from what they were 20
or 30 years ago. The evolution of the class structure of the ghetto
testifies to an increasing segregation of the most daprived
segments of the black community. This is most clearly seen in the
skyrocketing rates of labor market exclusion.

The fate of the black community of North Lawndale on the
city's West Side vividly exemplifies this cumulative process of
social and economic dislocation that has swept through Chicago's
inner city.5 After a quarter-century of uninterrupted deterioration,
North Lawndale resembles a war zone. Nearly half of its housing
stock since 1960 has disappeared; what remains of it is, in most
cases, rundown or dilapidated. A recent survey of the area found
that only 8 percent of its buildings were in good to excellent
condition, with 10 percent on the verge of collapse and another 40
percent in need of major rehabilitation.  The physical deterioration
of the neighborhoods is matched only by its social deterioration.
Levels of crime in North Lawndale have reached astronomical
proportions: in 1985, its murder rate was twice that of the city and
six times greater than the national average. Police contacts with
juveniles were 20 times more frequent than in fhe white
neighborhoods on the North side of town. While infant mortality has

dropped both natiorwide and in Chicago, it has continued to climb in
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North Lawndale. In 1985, it peaked at 28 deaths per one thousand
live births, almost three times the national ﬁgl;re. According to
recent counts, a full 70 percent of all babies in this cdmmunity are
born out-of-wedlock. And half of all births are currently to mothers
21 or younger, with 1 in 7 to girls aged less than 17. The proportion
of households headed by women doubled in the last decade, reaching
61 percent or twice the city average in 1980. At the same time, the
proportion of those receiving welfare assistances, includir:g food
stamps and no-grants medical assistance, rose from one third to one
half of the entire population.

These problems are closely related to a string of plant and
store shutdowns that have gradually turned North Lawndale from a
lively industrial and commercial hub into one of the most destitute
ghetto neighborhoods of the city. Chicago still had ;nore than 8,000
factories in 1970; by 1982, this figure was down to 5,200, a net
loss of more than 35 percent. Because North Lawndale has, like
many inner-city neighborhoods across the country, depended heavily
on smokestack industries for low-skilled jobs and steady income, it
has shouldered more than its share of the costs of this
deindustrialization. In its good days, the economy of this West Side
neighborhood was anchored by two huge factories, the tamous
Hawthorne plant of Western Electric with over 43,000 jobs and a
Harvester plant employing some 14,000 workers; the world
headquarters of Sears, Roebuck and Company was located in its
midst, adding another 10,000 jobs. Lorean Evans, a resident of
North Lawndale and head of a local economic development group,

recalls how the whole area was "just a congiomerate of stores then.
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We had an auto center and banks, a York's departiment store, a
Woolworth's. We had all kinds of specialty shops."8 There were,
among others, a Zenith and a Sunbeam factory, a Copenhagen snuff
nlant, an Alden's catalogue store, a Dell Farm food market, and a
post office bulk station. But things changed quickly: Harvester
closed its gates at the end of the 1960s and is now a vacant lot.
Zenith, Sunbeam and Alden also shut down their facilities. Sears
moved most of its'ofﬁces to the downtown Loop in 1973, leaving
behind only its catalogue distribution center, with a workforce of
3,000, until last year when it was relocated out of the state of
llinois. The Hawthorne factory gradually phased out its operations
and finally closed down in 1984. As the big plants left, so did the
smaller stores, the banks, and numerous other businesses dependent
on the wages paid by large employers for their sales. To make
matters worse, scores of stores were forced out of business or
pushed out of the neighborhood by insurance companies in the wake
of the 1968 riots that swept through Chicago's West Side afiur the
assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Others were burned or
simply abandoned. It has been estimated that the community lost 75
percant of its business establishments from 1960 to 1970 alone.
Presently North Lawndale has one bank and one supermarket versus
48 state lottery agents, 50 currency exchanges, and 99 licensed bars
and liquor stores for a population of over 60,000.

During these decades, the easing of racial strictures on
housing and the gradual improvement of economic oppottunities for

educated blacks in the corporate and public sectors, spurred bv the

civil rights movement and affirmative action programs, led many
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black middle-class and stable working-class families to leave the
ghetto. From 1970 to 1980, the number of poor families in North
Lawndale decreased by one tenth, but the number of nonpoor families

dropped by more than.a third. The heavy bleeding of industrial jobs-

-the -number of North Lawndale residents employed in manufacturing

and construction declined by two thirds, from 15,200 in 1960 to
less than 5,200 twenty years later-- combined with the
accelerating exodus of working families to produce a quadrupling of
the official unemployment rate and an even sharper drop in the
employment rate. In 1980 a large majority of all adults (62%) living
in North Lawndale did not hold a job, compared to only 4 in 10 adults
without errployment in 1950 when the neighborhood had the same
employment ratio as the rest of the city. These job losses resulted
in a drop in the median family income from 74 percent of the city
average in 1960 to less than half in 1980. Also, by 1980, 7 of the
27 census tracts that comprise North Lawndale had poverty rates
that exceeded 50 percent, while the overall poverty rate reached 43

percent, up from 30 percent only 10 years earlier.

The Transformation of the inner City: Social Consequerces
The increased joblessness, poverty, and receipt of welfare

signal not merely a‘quantitative concentration of poverty, but a

transformation of the social and institutional structu-c of the inner

city which, given the profound economic changes discussed in some

s

detail above, puts their residents in a much more constraining
situation than that of the poor of other neighborhoods. In other

words, in extreme poverty areas, the progressive exodus and near-
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total absence of working- and middle-class families has several
far-reaching consequencss.

First, it removes an important "social buffer" that deflects the
full impact of unemployment and thus leaves the ghetto poor more
vulnerable to the kind of prolonged and increasing joblessness, as a
result of uneven economic growth and pgriodic recessions, that
plagued inner-city communities in the 1970s and early 1980s.7 The
absence of-stable working families makes it considerably more
difficult to sustain basic institutions in the inner city for it cuts
deep into their membership and saps théjr base of support: banks,
stores, professional services, and restaurants lose their best and
most regular patrons; cF irches see their audience dwindle and their
resources shrink as their most concerned members leave the parish;
recreational facilitins, block clubs, community groups and other
informal organizations also fail to retain their most likely users.
The-decline of these organizations, in turn, weakens the formal and
informal controls over aberrant behavior anc contribute to
increasing levels of crime and stroet violence, which further fuel
the decline of the neighborhoori.

S::cond, the concentration of poverty significantly impacts on
the school and educational processes. More specifica';, by lowering
the class composition of the student body and the volume of
"cultural capital" that children bring in from outside the school, it
significantly reduces the chances of academic success. Ti{e
concentration of low-achieving students lowers teac..ers' morale. It

also helps to undermine the connection between education and post-

school employment and thus affects aspirations and achievement.
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This makes it difficult for the school to compete with other
available ‘sources of income and status.

Third, the class transformation of the inner city drastically
cuts off employment opportunities. For one thing, there are fewer
local businesses, service establishments, and stores around that can
offer jobs, particularly the kind of pari-time jobs that are crucial
fo socialize youths into the world of work. lllegal activities such as
drug dealing. or fencing stolen goods are often the only means by
which teenagers from these communities can gat the income they
and-their families need. As a result, many of them routinely become
involved with crime rather than with work. More crucially, though,
~inner-city residents become isolated from the job networks that
perfneate other neighborhoods. They lack the kind of informal
contacts with employers or workers that are decisive to obtaining
employment. In other words, with fewer kin, friends, or
acquaintances holding jobs or in a position to influence hiring, they
are less likely to learn about openings, to be recommended for, and
“to -retain such jobs as might become available.

Fourth, as the structure of opportgnity is distorted by \..
changes in the class transformation of the inner city, the social
perception of this structure is also altered. When the objective

" probability of achieving a socially rewarding and stable life,
symbolized by the presence of working-and middle-class families,
decreases, high aspirations are difficult to entertain and
individuals are more likely to attempt to "adjust” to a condition
perceived to. be unchangable and inevitable. This creates a circular

process that feeds back onto itself, whereby the adjustment of
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subjective expectations and hopes reinforces the objective

mechanisms that limit prospects for mobility through controlling
institutional channels.

The effects-of the features .of the loca! social structure on the
actions, aspirations, and expectations of individuals and families
can hardly be overemphasized. In a neighborhood plagued by massive
exclusion from the labor market and continual job losses, where
stable employment opportunities ‘are objectively minimal, and where
chances of economic self-sufficiency are severely reduced for a
sizable propertion of the residents, it should not be surprising if
many find it difficult to maintain a solid commitment to the labor
force and belief in the economic promises of middle-class America.
The experience of long and repeated spells of joblessness, or a
succession of low-paying dead-end jobs that cannot generate
sufficient income to support a family are hardly conducive to a
strong attachment to the labor force.

Thus it is the social context, including the structure of
opportunities, which explains the behavior, aspirations, and hopes of
inner-city residents. Far from arising from a self-reproducing
culture of poverty, their disposition toward the future is an
expression of their objective future. Moreover, the growth of inner-
——— —city-wel‘are~should ‘be"understood; fiot 3§ & Auionomous force that
1 generates other social problems, but as a response to the complex
interaction of economic and\social forces that have distorted the
opportunity structure for ghetto residents and led to their

increasing social isolation.
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Indeed, data from our research project in Chicago show that
welfare mothers who live in the ghetto are far less likely to expect
to be free within less than a year and far more likely to anticipate

; needing assistance for more than five years than welfare mothers
who reside in low-poverty areas. Those-unable to secure jobs in

low-poverty areas have access to social and economic supports to

help them avoid the public-aid rolls that their ghetto counterparts
lack. Indeed, the mere fact of living in a ghetto or an extreme
poverty areas could increase one's uneasiness about entering the job
market. "We all remember the anxiety in getting our first job,”
Thomas Corbett, of the Institute for Research on Poverly has stated
elsewhere. "For a women who has been out of the job market for
years, or maybe has niever had a job, that anxiety can be greatly
compounded. And many of these people live in isolated inner-city

. neighborhoods, where there aren't many role models to offer skills
at coping with the.job market."®8 As one welfare mother seeking a
job in Chicago put it, "I get so nervous and scared going out looking
for a job. Meeting all them strange folks, you know. And | never

know how to talk to em."® Such feelings are likely to be far more

areas of the city.

|

|

! common in socially isolated ghetto neighborhoods than in other

|

’ The complex interaction of economic and social forces is not
|

considered in the arguments put forth by Lawrence Mead, who
maintains that because opportunities for work are widely available,

‘“ the preblem of inner-city joblessness cannot be blamed on limited
\ employment prospects. This conclusion is not based on any actual
|

|
|
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empirical research conducted by Mead, rather it is based on the
selective use of secondary documents. ,‘ ]

The important point to be made, however, is that Mead's thesis
has been -seriously undermined in a forthcoming article in the Annals

h i C _Politic ial Science that
carefully analyzes data from the Census Public Use Microdata
sample files.10 This‘study demonstrates that while employment
increased in every occupational classification in the suburban rings
of all selected Northern metropolises, blue-collar, clerical, and
sales jobs declined sharply between 1970 and 1980 in the central
cities even though there was substantial growth in the number of
managerial, professional, and higher-level technical and
administrative support positions. These occupational shifts have
contributed to major changes in the educational composition of
central-city jobholders--precipitious net declines in slots filled by
persons with poor education and rapid increases in slots filled by
those with at least some college training.

These changes are particularly problematic for the black urban
labor force which remains overrepresented among those with less
than a high school education for whom city employment has sharply
declined and greatly underrepresented among those, especially

---college-graduates; -for ”whom’city“employment"’has“rapidly expanded.
From 1950 to 1970 there were substantial increases in the number
of blacks hired in the urban industrial sector who had not graduated
from high school, but after 1970 the "bottom fell out in urban

industrial demand for poorly educated labor.*1
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Challenging the thesis put forth by economists that it is race
rather than space that determines the differential black employinent
rates, data from this study show that not only have blacks with less
than a high school education in the suburban ring experienced
considerably lower unerﬁploymeni than their counterparts in the
central city, but that these city-suburban differences have actually
widen since 1969. Finally, this study reveals that compared with
lesser-educated whites, lesser-educated blacks must endure
considerably longer commuting time in reaching suburban jobs and
are highly dependent on private vehicles to reach such jobs. And
when one considers, that our study in Chicago found that only 18
percent of the jobless in ghetto neighborhoods have access to a car,
we can only conclude that not owning an automobile severely
curtails the chances of ghetto blacks when they compete for
available jobs that are not located near by or that are not readily

accessible by public transportation.

Toward a Meaningful Program of Social and Economic

Reform

What implications does this analysis have for public policy?

In recent years, a liberal-conservative consensus on the question of

welfare-reforms-has-emerged -around -the-notions-that..(1).public.__ .= . ____ __~
assistance should be based on reciprocal responsibilities whereby

society is obligated to provide assistance o welfare recipients who

in turn are obligated to sociely to behave in socially approved ways,

and (2) able-bodied adult recipients shopld be required to prepare

themselves for employment, to search for work, and to accept jobs




when they are offerad. Both of these themes were emphasized i~ the

major welfare reform reports released in 1986 and 1987, and figure ->
prominently in- the welfare reform iegislation currently under }
consideration in Congress. However, because many of those involved
in the formulation of a new welfare policy have been influenced by
assumptions about a welfare culture, they have -paid much too little
attention to the broader economic and social structural factors that
are responsible for the crystallization of a large underclass,
including those experiencing persistent welfare dependency. Except
for Governor Cuomo's Task Force Report on Welfare Reform, calls for
changes in the welfare system seldo:n consider the problems
associated with the loss of economic opportunity for the truly
disadvantaged segments of our population due to fundamental
changes in the American economy, including periodic recessions.
These pro.blems, ranging from family break-up.arnd marriage delay to
the deterioration of inner-city neighborhcods are prime sources of
continued welfare need.

My analysis thus leads me to strongly favor the nonwelfare
approach to the problems | have discussed, that is, to move beyond
programs such as workfare in favor of a comprehensive package of
policies anchored in economic measures designed to attac‘:k the
structural roots of the problem rather than treat its more apparent :
-symptoms-at-the -level-of-individuals: "I-believe-that-a- program -that - ———
combines progressive welfare reiorm with a job creation policy that
would guarantee job opportunities to any American citizen unable to
find employment in the private sector, and universal provision of

child and health care would be far more effective in the long run in

T
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lifting people out of poverty and off the welfare rolls. But given the
seriousness of the problems of poverty concentration and social
dislocations in the inner city, | also find it imperative to effect
changes in the current tax laws to freé up the financial means
necessary to launch comprehensive reforms in the areas of
education, training, child support assurance, and to expand the
earied income tax credit.

However, | think it is extremely important to recognize that
there would be little enthusiasm for such reforms if they are
discussed as solely benefiting the truly disadvantaged. In the final
analysis, the question of reform is a political one. Accordingly, if
the issues are couched in terms of promoting economic security for
all Americans, if the essential political message underscores the
need for ecbnomic and social reform that benefits all groups in
society, not just poor minorities, a Lasis for generating a broad-
-based -political- coalition to-achieve such reform would be created.
Indeed programs that guarantee jobs, reform public education,'
assure child support, provide child care and health care, and expand
the earned income tax credit would draw overwhelming support from
the American public if they are not narrowly targeted to the truly
disadvantaged. We would therefore be able to improve tne life

chances of the the ghetto underclass with programs in which the

___more advantaged groups of all races and class backgrounds could

positively relate.
Mr. Chairman, | am fully aware that the cost of programs to
expand social and economic opportunity will be great, but it must be

weighed against the economic and social costs of a do-nothing

A
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i : policy. In short, our nation would be far better off if we were to
take positive steps to reduce economic deprivation in the ghetto and

A all the problems associated with it.

William Julius Wilson, The Truly Disadvantaged: The Inper
City. The Underclass, and Public Policy. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1987. :

2This presentation is based in part on the following papers:

!

William Julius Wilson, "The Underclass: Issues, Perspectives and

Public Policy ." Annals of the American Academy of Political and
. Social Science (January 1989), in press; Loic J..D. Wacquant and
William Julius Wilson, "Poverty, Joblessness, and the Social '
Transfom;ation of the Inner City,” in Beforming Welfare Policy, ed: \
D. Ellwood and P. Cottingham (Cambridge, iass: Harvard University :
Press, 1988), in press; and Loic J. D. Wacquant and William Julius ;
Wilson, "The Cost of Racial and Class Exclusion in the Inner City,"
1 c itical an
(January 1988), in press.
3See Mark Testa, Nan Astone, Marilyn Krough, and Kathryn M.
Neckerman, "Ethnic Variation in Employment and Marriage Among

Inner-City Fathers," f th rican f iti

e

and Social Science (January 1989) in press.
4William Julius Wilson and Kathryn M. Neckerman, "Poverty and

Family Structure: The Widening Gap between Evidence and Public

Policy Issues,” in Eighti verty: Wi n at !
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ed. by Sheldon H. Danziger and Daniel H. Weinberg. (Cambridge Mass:
Harvard University Press, 1986), pp. 232-259.
5in this section, materials are drawn from Chicago Tribune,

The American Millstone: An Examination of the Nation's Permanent
undgm[ags (Chicago: Contemporary books) 1985; Tom Brune and
Eduardo Camacho, A Special Report: Race and Poverty in Chicago,
Chicago Reporter and the Center for Communify Research and
Assistance, 1983; and The Chicago Fact Book Consortium, Local
Community Fact Book: Chicago Metropolitan Area, Chicago (Chicago
Review -Press, 1984) as well as previous editions of the Local
Qo.mmumty_Eagt_BmJg and recent fivld observations.

6Chlcago Tribune, The American Millstone, p. 204

William Julius Wilson, The Truly Disadvantaged.

8Quoted in Dirk Johnson, "Anti-Poverty Program Seeks to Build
Self-Esteem,” The New York Times, February 21, 1988, p. 13.

9)bid.

1%9John D. Kasarda, "Urban Industrial Transition and the
Underclass,” Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social
Science (January 1989).

11]bid.
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Chairman MiLLer. We’re going to take a break to go answer this
roll call and then the committee will come right back and, Doctor
Mead, we'll start with you.

[Whereupon, at 10:24 a.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-
vene at 10:42 a.m, the same day.]

Chairman MiLLER. The select committee will reconvene.
teeDoctor Mead, we’ll continue with you. Welcome to the commit-

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE M. MEAD, PH.D., ASSOCIATE PROFES-
SOR OF POLITICS, NEW YORK UNIVERSITY, NEW TORK, NY

Professor MEAD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

'l appreciate the chance to testify on this important question
alongside these distinguished scholars, all of whom I think have
made important contributions to the debate.

I’ll be speaking mainly on {he basis of my book, “Beyond Entitle-
ment,” but also subsequent research. My comments are about the
poverty of families with working age families, especially those that
are poor long-term. I don’t claim that what I say would apply to
other poor people necessarily.

By non-work, I mean both unemployment and non-participation
in tﬂe labor force by adults who are needy. I believe that the main
cause of family poverty today is:non-work, namely the failure of
parents of poor families to work, including single mothers, single
fathers, -and-intact families. This is the reason, T think, why the
poor are not participating in the current prosperity.

There’s a direct connection between work effort and poverty. I
passed out some tables that amplify some figures in my text. The
poor simply work less than the better off. That is the initial reason
that they are poor in most cases. Now, for the moment, I say noth-
ing about causes,

For all individuals 15 and over, two-thirds are working at least
part-time, while among the poor the figure is only 42 percent.
Among the black poor, it’s only 84 percent and 66 percent are not
working at all. That virtually reverses the proportions for the pop-
al‘ai,tion as a whole. That is the initial cause of most family poverty

ay.

Notice also the big differences in terms of the share that are
working full-year. It's the lack of regular work, every day, every
week, that makes the difference. Whether it’s part-time or full-time
makes less difference.

Work levels are lowest among the adults who are the worse off
and whom we worry the most about. Among welfare mothers, at a
given time, only five percent are working. Among single men,
there’s a lot of evidence, direct and indirect, that work levels have
dropped. Bill Wilson has just referred to that. We would expect the
poor to work more than the better off, because they need the
zoney, but actualiy they work less, That is the fundamental mys-

ry.

There is also a direct connection between work levels and pover-
ty. The other table shows that 24 percent of families are poor if the
head does not work, only seven percent if the head works at any
time in the year, only three percent if he or she works full-time,




RIS

49
full-year. That same very sharp ding is .evident for minority
i ealg famihgg,

families and female h even .though in those cases
the poverty levels are higher at each work level..So, we have this
atic, inverse connection between work levels and poverty
levels. Poverty also falls sharply as the number of workers in the
falﬁilx:incrfa.sesélso tting worse. According to Ce figures i

.Non-work is ge worse. Acco nsus res in
1959, 68 percent of the heads of poor families were. working, 82 per-
cent of them -were working full-time, full-year, and only 31 percent
were not wqui.ng at all. .

In 1984, only 49 percent of them were working, only. 17 percent
full-time, full-year, and 51 percent were not work.i.ntﬁlx;t all. There'’s
a shift away from employment. And I might add, this is true even
though the mix of the.poor is changiniin the direction of working
age people. In 1959, the minority of the poor were working aged.
Today, 49.or 50 percent are working aged. The elderly have de-
clined. Children have declined: Working aged adults have in-
creased, and yet working levels have dropped.

I also think non-work is a more important cause of poverty than

‘family break-up. Most lf)oqr single-parent families were poor before
as

the father left as we after, so that the loss of the father’s
income conceals a more fundamental lack of earnings, even before
the break-up.

Also, family break-up does not cause vertdy if the mother
works. About half of all single mothers witgochil ren are working,
thresquarters of them full-time, and that’s the reason that haif-of"
them escape poverty. Those that are poor are p;'edominatelly those
that are not working, and therefore they go on welfare. It's quite
true, as David Ellwood said, that most married mothers do not
work full-time, but the appro&riate uestion to ask is, what are the
other single mothers doing? Most of -them are working, and that’s
whS\:) they're avoiding poverty.

, family poverty is initially an employment problem. Unem-
ployment among black men is certainly critical. The question to
ask is, though, why are they unemployed? We should not assume
today that unemployment is attributable to a depression-like lack
of opportunity.

number of barriers to work are cited. I believe the evidence for
them is unconvincing. In particular, it's claimed that low wages
discourage the poor from working, that there are many working
poor people. That is certainly true, but I would point out that there
are many more non-working poor, even if working is defined to
mean work at any time during the year. My table shows that.

It's also claimed the minimum wage doesn’t support a family.
That is certainly true. I advocate raising the minimum wage. Nev-
ertheless, most minimum wage workers are not poor. Most.of them
are part-time. Most of them are not heads of households. Most of
them are living in families with other workers, so they’re not poor.

Overwhelmingly, the cause of ﬁoverty today is low working
hours, not low wages. In order.to show that lack of opportunity is
the reason, you have to show that jobs are not available at all at
any wage. There were some reasons to argue this in the "70s, I
think, when the economy went through serious problems. There
were recessions and the baby boom was joining the labor force.
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That argument is_much less plausible today. Unemployment is
below six percent. Low-skilled labor, it seems to me, is in demand.
There are four million illegal aliens in the countzy working at jobs
for which apparently citizens are unavailable.

There is a lot of researih) by economists to suggest that unem-
ployment today is frequently voluntary in the strict sense that
people have jobs they ‘could take, but they aré looking for bettex
Jobs. In interviews, most poor people say that lack of jobs is not the
main reason they’re not working. It's usually something else. It's
family responsibilities. It's going to school. It's disability. it’s retire-
ment: It's a number of things, but usually not a literal lack of jobs.

Now, the most persuasive version of the view that jobs are
abeent is the mismatch theory that Bill Wilson has spoken of, and I
think has done as well as anyone to document. The argument says
that. the departure of the factories from the inner-city deprives
poor SGOpIe of job opportunities, also that the new jobs in the econ-
oiny _ﬁ{nand more education than poor people have. It sounds very
plausible.

But to date we haven't had a demonstration that the people who
are disadvantaged by those conditions are the same people that are
now unemployed in the inner-city. The-evidence we have is that
most workers who are deindustrialized, that is who lose factory
jobs, take other jobs fairly quickly. It's hard to say that they are
the same people who lac jobs for long periods in the inner-<ity.

» concrete studies of the situation in Chicago and Los An e-
les-have not shown that commuting problems are the reason why
minorities have higher unemployment rates.

I also think that some-of the rising educational demands are an
attempt by employers to compensate for falling standards in the
stghools, not that they actually demand higher skills than they used
As for more social barriers, the question is whether welfare
mothers can work. I think most of them can, at least part-time. I
agree with David that a part-time standard is an appropriate one
for them. I also see little evidence that lack of child care is a seri-
ous barrier for emgloyment purposes. It may be for other purposes,
such as early childhood education for children, but most mothers
arran?e child care informally, and that appears to be adequate at
least for employment pux&posw.

The same with racial discrimination. We don’t have a lot of sys-
tematic information here, but there is little reason to think that
the situation-is worse than it was 20 or 30 years aio. It’s probably
better. Yet, it's during those 20 or 80 years that this very serious
situation has developed in the inner-ity.

My general feeling about the barriers to employment is that they
explain inequality rather than non-work. That is, they e.pszut why
people who are workinf may be worse off today than Fefore, be-
cause they lack the skills that the economy awards mcst heavily,
because wages have fallen in real terms for many people. Those are
serious problems, but they explain inequality rather than verty.
That is, they explain low wages rather than lack of work. It seems
to me a lot of ,Lo are availiile. They are mostly unattractive, but
jobs are available, and those jobs are sufficient to stay out of pover-
ty and welfare.

"84
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So, the adverse trends of the economy explain poor opportunity
in the sense of worse prospects for workers, but they do not explain
failure to work at all in some job: That’s an important distinction
for understanding what’s going on. Therefore, I think the trends
should be seen s disadvantageous for working poor people and for
people who are working steadily, but I don’t think they can explain

‘why.people fail‘to work at all in such levels among the poor.

I"feel some part of the problem; and-it’s- réally-the-mystery,.is.

that the response to opportunity on the part of today’s poor does
appear to be more passive than seen among previous groups of
r. That’s the central mystery. We have to explain where that
esitation comes from. I think it has a number of causes, some of
which have to do with the history of these groups, and others have
to do with the structure of policy, particularly the ack of serious
work requirements in welfare..
Now, ‘as to policy, I would support some of the work-oriented
strategies that David Ellwood has mentioned, particularly a higher
minimum wage, higher E.LT.C.,-perhaps other benefits for workers.

It’s a good idea to make work'pag'. But I would not.-think that that

is sufficient, because work already pays. Work is already a power-
ful antidote.to poverty, and there’s not much we need to do to im-

prove that. We can do something to improve it, but we should.not

imagine that that'is our main problem.
As far as income strategies, I also support the emphasis that

David has given to child support. It is very salutary, and we should
do everything we-cen to enforce it. But I am concerned that-some:

versions of child support, particularly that involving an assured
benefit, would- effectively relabel weifare as something else. We
would not, in fact, escape the dilemmas of welfare by providing
people unconditional assistance under some other name, such as
child su%)lort. ‘ B

The child support proposals typically involve no work réquire-
ment at all. The mother, if st.e wants, can live on the assured bene-
fit forever without having to do an thinf else. I don’t believe that
that would satisfy public concerns about Iong-term dependency.

The other concern I have is that the ideal of social contract,
which underlies much of current welfare thinking, implies that the
benefit-and-the cbligation. associated -with supgort‘should impinge
in the same person. And the vrouble with child support is that all
the burden goes on the father. We want him to want to work, and
child support will make work seem less advantageous to him. The
benefit goes entirely to t.e mother. So, although I would certainly
obligate the father, I think the mother does have an obligation too.
I would- certainly agree that she might not_have.to work full-time,
but she should certainly have to work part-time. Now, only five
percent of welfare mothers now are working even part-time. Mean-

. while, as I mentioned, half of single mothers in general are work-

ing at least part-time, three-quarters full-time. So, it’s approp.iate
“0 ask a much higher level of work effort from the mothers, even if
it is only half-time.

The other concern I have is that we do somethinfg about work ob-
ligations in welfare. ’'m knowr as en advocate of workfare, but I
want to emphasize that the version of workfare that I support is a

fairly generous one, in which there would be training available,
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education available, opportunities available. The obligatory aspect
of workfare should overwhelmingly be the obligation to participate,
to have to join the program, to get-out of the house, to go some-
where in the morning. That is the critical change for teday’s non-
working poor. It matters much less. what :hey do. I myself don’t
think it’s critical that everybody have to work immediately in some
job, but it'is absolutely-critical that they have to do something con-

_strnctive to better themselves.
In my own-studies- of ‘workfare-programs; I've controlled as.well.
as possible for the economic conditions that Bill has spoken of. And’

I don’t find that they dictate the success of workfare programs
critically. They certainly have an influence and a negative influ-
ence, as he says, but more important than those conditions is the

_level of obligation in the program, and especially the level of par-

ticipation expected. The share of the clients who have to partici-
pate actively, that is the thing more than anything else that causes
workfare to succeed or fail. -

If you obligate a high share of the employable clients to do some-
thing to help themselves, then you begin to overcome that passivity
and thereby get them to contribute to overcoming poverty. It’s en-
gaging their energies. That’s the thing that we most have to do,
and-in order to do that we have to have a participation require-
ment. )

I think workfare should be understood as a form of compulsory
education, akin to public education in schools. We should see this

Y

-as a further stage of education, a ;ﬁre aration to participate in
0

American life on the part of people who have difficulties, who have
not found a way to do that up to now. Just as we have to require
children to go to school in order to have opportunities really avail-
able to them, so we have to require welfare recipients to do some-
thing to help themselves in .order that they have opportunity.

. There is a connection between the benefit and the obligation. We

can't really hiave 6ne without the other.

So, I think that workfare is the best single reform that we can
undertake. I don’t minimize the need for child support, the need
for measures to make work pay, but the central thing that we have
to overcome is the passivity of the poor in seizing the opportunities
that already ékiét.% don’t contend those are great opportunities. I
don’t contend that the jobs are good ones. I don’t contend that
there ‘hasn’t been a decline in the quality of jobs for unskilled
people. All of that is true. But, again, that is something that cre-
ates inequality among workers. I don’t believe that it literally ex-
plains poverty as long as jobs at some wage are available. And they
seem to be.

It seems to me that, at the margin anyway, most poor people
today can find some legal job, and it’s for some reason their failure

‘to move into those positions that is the central.mystery..If .we can-

do something.to deal with that, then I think we will have done the

‘bést we can to deal with poverty today.

.Now, why don’t we enforce work? I understand that the welfare
bill is tied up in conference. Disagreement over the work obligation

in the bill is the issue. It may never get out of conference. I myself

think that the provision requiring that the unemployed fathers
work is less critical than the provision that says that the participa-

56
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tion rate in workfare programs should increase from the current 15
percent to 22 percent. I would raise it further. I would raise it to 50
percent over several years. That would get us to the point where
we could say that the norm on welfare was doing something to help
yourself rather than doing nothing. That should be our objective,
and to get that I would be prepared to leave out the unemployed
parent provisions. ‘

But it’s possible that nothing will happen. Even if the bill is
passad ‘it involves a very minor reform from what we have now.
The fact is, there is great resistance in Congress to havihg a serious
work policy in welfare. I think the origin of that is the attitude of
entitlement that we still have among politicians especially, the
notion that there is some:level of benefit that people should get as
a matter of right simply by beiing needy, even if they are -employ-
able; without doing anything to help themselves. That's what we
have to overcome. -

We have to.go over seriously to a contractual notion where the
poor, at least those who are € aployable and who are drawing
public funds, do something to help themselves in return for sup-
port. If we move that way, we will in fact do what the public
wants, and we will do as well the best thing we can do to overcome

_poverty.

Chairman MiLLEr. Thank you.
[Prepared statement of Professor Lawrence Mead follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE M. MeAD, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR, DEPARTMENT
oF Porrrics, New Yorg UNiverstry, New York, NY

ABSTRACT

Most poverty among femiles todey is due to nonwork, or the fact thst poor
sdults seldom work normal hours.. Nonwork is most visible on welface but affects
maay other poor people ss well. Work [evels dropped smong the poor just when
they were rising among other Americans.

It is difficult to sttribute noawork to low wages, lack of jobs, or other socis!
berriers. Suck impediments may explain inequality among workers, but seldom
nonwork and thus seldom poverty or dependency. The real issues are not so much
whether work exists as wkether the job sre "good” enough and whether the poor
are competant enough to bear the demands of work: The mystery is why the poor do’
0 little to help themsejves.

Current welfare reform propossls may only increase aid to the needy but do
nothing to overcome this passivity. Child support may in practice become another
form of welfare. Social sefvices and training do little to overcome poverty unless
vork effort rises. Workfare, or work requireménts attached to assistance, has
shown the potential to raise work levels. But workfare must seriously obligate the
bulk of employable recipients and not become another voluntary training program
in disguise.
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HONWORK AND POVERTY

Ithink the main cause of family poverty todey is nonwork by the parents. By nonwork 1
w%umqhymntudmmm&.hhr force by sdults who are needy. A
surprising proportion of today’s poor sdults are joblese, due either to unemployment or failure to
look for work, even though their families ace poor or on wellare. Forthe moment, I say nothing
about causes. The prodiem has received most attention in connection with welfare. but it extends
more videly. 1t is the main reeson. I belisve, why the poverty rate istill close to 1€ percent, and
why it has fallen little in the last 20 years.

s Itis hardly surprising that economic well-being should vary with employment, but few
people realize how immediste the cosnection is. Policy anatysts tend to treat poverty ass status
inflicted on people by namaeless social forces. But most often # results very directly from s lack of
earnings. In 1986, the poverty rate was 2¢ percent among families without working heeds, but
only 7 percent for those whose heads worked stany time during tne year, sad only 3.2 percent for
those with heads workiag fuil-time and fuil-year. The reductions sre justas sharp among black
sad Hispanic families. though their poverty rates at each work level are higher 2

TLawrosss 1. Tioed, Devend Rakitiomeak: The Sosial Obbigetions of Citinvarhis Oew Yock: Froe Prose,
— 1988). mdummmt_ommmym =
Ofow York: Dasio Deshe,

US. Deger'mont of Commerse, Deroex of the Consus,
mwwmmmumxmmmm) Sories P-40,
M. 157 (Veshingion. 5. US. Gowrsment Pristing Otfsiee, July 1987), tadle 19, 9. 32-3.
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Noawerk isaise getliog vorse. For whataver ressons, the adult poor have been vorking less
and loss. both on and off welfare. Siny-.i.ptpmnolthoh“otpoorfmﬂhnrhdin 1959,
nmunbgmhdnu-ﬁn and full-yesr, sad only 31 percent did not vork atell. By
1984, the werking share had fallen 1o 49 perceat, with only 17 percent wocking full-time/full-
year.and 51 percent not working stall$ The reasen is not that the poor have becoms less
employsble. The cliché that they cosisist meatly of the young and the old isoutdsted. In 1966, only
39 perciat of the pee fell within the sges 18 10 64, the prime working years; by 1986, 49 perceat
of them 4 The change came asSocial Security toak seoet elderly people outof puverty andthe
sverage sise of famiies fall. .

tnni!nbfmummnmﬂy.mmmmmcw. Danziger sad
Gottschalk, whe exclude the disabled 804 methers vith children uader 6, find tast 47 peccsatof
pporwhokbmmwwmu 1984, up from 37 percent in 1967. Butover
u;eanprﬂ.&oﬁmotﬁwhdamwrmmu‘morm»feutmnxmsz
percent )

Anuthbumnm.moﬂhunhnbhbmmmﬁnu&msmnlnn
mothers or single men. Neither group works consisteatly. Oaly 5 percent of sotherson Aid to
Families with Dependeat Children (Am)munmnﬁn.mnm-ﬁn.mwghmwrk"
st some time duringthe your. This level has changed litte in two docades$ Lov-iacome single
mthmpocdvhichmonvemn.umd!ymunmhnunvd!mduﬂmmn
though the real value of welfare benefits ves declining. Between 1970 snd 1986, the shars of their
income coming from welfare ross from €3 to 63 percent, while the share coming from esraings
fell from 36 10 22 percent. Atthe semetime, the proportion of these familiesthat had any full-
time/full-year workers dropped from 10 only 1 perceat?

Eighty-three percent of both white sad bisck men were working or seeking work in 1960.
By 1985, the white figure had fallen to 77 percent. the black figure to 71 percent, ortwice a3
nqch.' The drop hasbesn sharpest smong uamarried men, especisity youth, snd sharpest of ail

’U&wdm.mammwm
mmw-mu.mmmummm.pmo.uuu.xs.

4wmuwamm¢mm.mw
mruu;uwwuwmm.pxm.wmﬁ,
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wt. 109, 20, 9 (Seplomber 1906), 9p. 17-18.
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in inner-city paverty aress. There, large pastsof the labor force have withdrawn from fogal
employmestin favor of crime, the underground economy. or living off welfare or other
programs.

Mawmo(mny.mwrtkunwmnﬂnybm’. Itis
uuﬂhulhdhnlptbnoruﬂomdmmmmdknkmuﬁchunn
48 poor, White a8 well as black. Mothers aad children mare oftea 1os nals support and have o
“Shift for themeives today thea ever befor. They also gt Little child support. Butthisin itself
seidom peocipitaitos peverty. Moek poor couples were pear evea befors they split. The share of
mrwmmmmmmnmthwmwM.m.u
thaa s quarter among biscks.9 Thissuggeststhit lack of earnings isthe more fundemental
problem.

Conversely. work effort is the main reason why searly half of single mothers avoid poverty
despite lesing their husbends. Indeed, independent income by the wife ssems to be 0ae of the
cauises of Dreakup in the first place 1! Amongsingle mothers, thereisthe same strong. inverse
relslionship betweea work effort and poverty found among familiesin general. Fifty-six percent
of female-hoaded families are poor if the mother does 80t work, onfy 22 percent if she does, and
lossthea 8 percent if she works full-time, full-yeac!! Agsin, the gradient is just as sharp for
sinority mothers. Work for single mothers is undoubladly difficuit, but it has become ususl.
Although only S percent of weifare mothers work, over haif of all female hesds do, snd of these
aearly three-quarters are vorking full-time 12

Noawork crestes s serious political probiem for the poor, not oniy sa economic one. It
infringesthe work ethic, sad it places the poor out of step with Americs. Work levels fell smong
them just vhen other Americans chose to work more than ever. The rise in the proportion of
women working or sseking work hes been seteocic, from 38 percentin 1960 to 33 percent in 1963,
That change drove the overall fabor force pecticipation rate up in the same period from 59 1o 63
percent.13 the highest fevel ever recordsd. The crosing of theds treade fatally weakeas the.
claims todey’s poor might sake for increased assistance, for Americans prefer to felp the
working-sged only if they are helping themsetves.

Thus, the poverty problem is in essence an employment prodlem. If poor sdults worked
aormsl hours. poverty would be radically lower. And the remaining poor, because they were
working, would merit mych more government help than they got now.

IHecy Jo Dune, “Eeuoehald Componition and Powrty,” 1a Shetden ¥, Duasier and Deaiel X,
and WVhet (024‘4- . e

182, 2o Biaveid Tuiversity Trvee, 194, ch. 9.

ode,
“ 40 Koother L. Boos and Iosdel V. Sewiill,
(Veshiaghen, B.C.: Urben Institete, 1975), ohe. 3. 5.
11500 ate 2.
12500 aote 6.
13S0 00te 8.
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3 Muybatnmrmmwy even when they and their families cleacly need
£ the money?’ ltislhomqmionmswhlpoﬂqmty mmanin'uhmmnhubeen
i to seek the answers in socia! “barriers.” htonmmn.mconhmshovmchmrw

e3phin noavork.

“Mast commoaly, it is said that the “hard times™ the country went through during the 1970s -
sauurlylﬂamthvhytmrmmmhu la thaters, the economy faced
mtmm.urnaﬁ.hmmmnuﬂum;virMMmm
mvthotpn‘um' mmawmmOmotannwenpbymmm
‘the pay, Imutiu.ud.cnmyot-nypk.-uumm‘mpomnotm;ouvmm-
time:“As s result, real wages fell, inequality rose, mmmm:mrmmnumruwe

. expense of the middis class 14" nmkdmmtmmﬂnnumncmm i5
lmlmmuhthmasmn

. Anhhdu.unntislhuwrtmwh;mnmtorponttyuslounnhnc

; i “working poor.” Thete are m:Z million werkers who work full-time, full-year and are still poor,
’ lzmlhnoﬂhnhnbotm Onamtctthurph;hzuthulhqvort
disproportionstely st the minidum wage, now $3.33, vhichhnnotmensmu 1981. Itiseasy to
show that someone vorking at this level. even full-time/full-year, cannot earn enough to keep
even s family of thres out of povurty 16 .

The problem with anhmuulhuhvmuﬂonmmy producs poverty.
While economic conditions may have ndc ma0y vorkcrs vorse off, most are still shove poverty.
Even when they esra fess than the lminuann onlygnurd of workers ace poor, less than
half even Vhen they live in female- hoaded familiesi? The scason ismostly that the families have
other workers. Another estimate isthat 19 percent of workersat or below the minimum vagears
poor.i® In general, only & fifth to s third of those in the [abor force who encounter probjems—
cither unemployment, involuntary part-time work, or 12w earnin ge-succumb to paverty.l9

S 7reakLevy, - Beklacs snd Rroeme: The Shansiad Ametionn lacune Bistridation (ew York: Ruseetl Sogo,
xnn.huymumlm-n.mmnm The Protiferstion of Lew Wege
wuuus.u-y sty grepered Sor the Jeist Eoeasmis Commi tice, US. Congrese, December

Dumnmumluumwwwn 90

. - (gly-{.xm , 99, t:? . .

. Ses A. Lovitan snd Ioees Shegire, Verkind but Poer: inevien's Contradiction (Bttimece: Johas Nopine
* Univesity Prose, 1987), ehe. 1-4.
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b (Verbingea, DC.: US. Geveniniak Pristiag Ottice, Angast 1947), teble 12,
- 18 Cangriscional Dutget Otiior, “The Itinimem Vige: Its Reiotionship to Incomes sad Powrty. - stact
. wﬂn‘m.}e- 1996, 9p. 15-12.

13 Durees of Laber Stetistics, Linking Bmplovnent Pradiomg, tsbies 14-19.
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Prodominantly, low wages cause iaeguality smeag workers, but aot poverty. Itisdifficultto
remain poor if one works normal hours, atany legal wage. Evenatthe minimum wage, most of
the poor workers sré part- time: oaty 120,000 of them work full-tisss, full-yeac.? 20 Ruher, poverty
isdue overvhalmialy to dowwerkisg bovrs Itis the resultof being out of the Iabor force and, to
s leseer extent, unempioyed. The “working poor” sre such outaumbered by the nonworking. Out
of2t mlhnnmnm 13and overin 1985, oaly‘)mlhonvorhdmnmm sadover 12
mlhon did sot work at ait 2t

Mghmrmphwrtnlhumnyﬂﬂmbmmmcunﬁmu It can be shown
Mmmmupndhnmmummum.ﬂumamdm
unemployment rate.32 mzmhﬂm-mumu thst poor adults ere only waiting to work
untilthe economy letsthem. The mnnm.uch grealar for the two-parent. “vorking poor”
thn!oruulrmmmmn vhuhtypmﬂyvorkh.. Thovorhn;poormhhlho icing
onacake. Below them liss s sase ol aonworkers who aklon sock employment whatover the state
of the economy.

1f economic conditions ml.lynphinod aonwork, “hard times* should have produced sore
cnployuatuouthpoorndmthnbs mmouh.puwcmpondadmmhumby
wrtmlunbmmumrmeom Myﬁnmrrmnbdbywrkmshu That
difference is vhat divides them from the rost of A-mulodsy as

To find an economic explanation for nonwork, then, one must argue that jobs are simply
unavailable to the poor, uuynp This, 1o, is dubitable; Itistrue thet the recessions of the
1970s and early 1980s raised unuploynnt. asdid the crush of the baby boom generalion seeking
its firat jobe. But throughout the ast thres decades, job cmuum inthe American economy has
been prodigious, With the Reagan recovery aad the passing of the baby boom, the labor market
hastightened, reducing unonployum. curreatly to less than 6 percent.

There ace no reguiar figures on aumbersof jobs available as there are 0n the uaemployed,
xwve cumoc sy vhether thers are “enough” jobs for all who seek them - One study suggests that
uunwnfour of more jot ssekers for every opening in the 1970s, but thet the ratio may now be
Iessthan two. 24 The proliferstion of *help vanted” signs throughout urban Americe suggests that
jobs commonty are availsbie, at lesst to those seeking them at s given moment. So does the

’wwmﬁn “Misimemn Vege,” 99. 17-20. . ~
m.xmmu p-42. ’
mmumbﬁhhwnh
$1-2; Devid T. Ellweed, Por Susoect; Powrty ia
wcmm&:mu 1989), 99. ’1-0 149-50
AS with qaw orice ghspge swm,mmpum:mmmumuo
. suhotitwtion offost. Nerk Seoame mere aoovenery, hubmnit-ﬂon The firet offeet demisated foc

w. Detioiont Domand Usomployment: Some Jow Evidense,”

“Streoturel/Prictisasi
Ametioen Eoranie Reviey, wl. 73, 2. 4 (Septomber 1933), 9. 708-24.
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présence in the country of some 4 million illegal aliens 33 Welfs: >mploymeatprograms report
that jobs sppear insufficient mainly rursl areas, not in the urban ireas where nonwork is most
controversial 3

Other ressarch has shown that Depression imagesof joblessness are outdated. The search for
wrkhwmnlysmdwhsmmm’ouﬁchunum Mot people vho Lose s job
OW'W nots lover, nph!mthqvﬂlmmmk.” And while the long-term
muumu(o;wormmm-u&wmw people are out of work onfy
for & brief time. 3% Thers is aiso much turnover smong the groups with the highest joblessness
(women, minorities, youth), with many people moving in snd out of work aad the labor force on
short Aotice 29 This suggests that low earnings are due more to errelic employmentthan a 1930s- i
style lack of jobe. :

' Amnh.mdummtn&nm-ym:mmcmmyuhrn but the poor lack =
uw-unhen. There iss “miamatch” mmmmmnmdmcuqmmuof
positions, mmutmm;mmﬂummqumunmmmmmmm :
deindusteislization. Most 04w jobs todey are ia the subucbs, not the inner-city. They require :
substaatial educstion, due to computing and “high-tech.” while mest poor people dave high school
education st best. Thu, the ghetto poor cannotl work and remsin needy, even though alf acound
them peopls are prosperoiss.3?

This theory currently deservess Scotch verdict—-not proven.3! The argument is based on
sggregats trends in the economy. Its proponeats have notshown a connection atthe level of
individuals between workersdisplaced by the trendsead the nonworking poor of the inner city.
Researchers who have sought such & connection have aot foundit. It looks like the ghetto poor

R R LI

s

Bms Passel, “Totimeting the Mamber of Undecumented Aliese,” Heathly Ladar Iew: v, vol. 109, a0,

9 (Sopbomin 1986), 9. 33.
i % Judith 1. Gueren, “Teferming Voltere VIth Vork™ (liew York: Henpower Demsastretion Mesvarch- - &
: Cerperstisa, Deosmber 1996), 99. 23, 332. 11. .
¥ Martia Feidotoin sid Jenss Polorde, “Unsmployment Insurence sad Ieerrvetion Vages,” Toqranl of
Publis Ensamise vol. 23 (1900, pp. 141-67.
'mnmamxmwmmnmm‘ s
i eosasiderstion.” 1979, 30,1, 99.13:72.. e
M Bmxmwhumuauumww
. Sesasnie Astinity, 1970, 0. 3. 9. 369402

 Vittiem Jutius Viess, The Druiy Rsstvaadaed; The tanet City, the Undervioas, sod Pudlic Palicy :
¢ {Chioage: Chisnge MMIM}&! Kaserde, “The Regieaad and Urbea Redistribution of People
. ayouu:ws 'MyMkﬁmn“mmy Metions! Reoserch Consoil,
I Osteder 19!
31 For ¢ Sutier Tebutiet thea I oan ¢ive heve, mmmmmmqummw >
Poverty: A Doopease to Vittiom Jatins Wileen,* in Gery . Sandefux and Macte Tieade, odo. Divided -
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work lessthan other people even when they live just us close to jobs.32 It also appesrs that the
skills requirements of current jobs have besn exsggerated. Most of them demand literacy aad
puanctuality, but not higher education 33

Finally, the poor themselves ssy that jobssre usually available. Of the sonworking poor,
onfy 10 percent give inability to find work as the reason; and of poor working part-year, only 43
percentdoso. 34 In s careful study of inner-city black youth, s group with messured
unemployment above 40 percent, 71 percent said that it was at east fairly easy to geta jobstthe
minixum vage 35

The search for basriers of & more social nature isalso unrewacding. It is commonty said that
velfare mothers who sre white and have more education sad vork experience, aad fewer
children, are mare likely to work than those who are more disadvantaged. While thisistrue, the
connections ace weaker than often supposed. The demographics of the poor seem 1o determine
success more than work effort. Thatis, the bettter-prepared are more likely to get s good job and,
thus, to work their way off welfare or succeed in competitive senses. But they acz only s Little
more likety to work at some job. 3¢ Again, besriers explain inequality rather thea nonvork.

Specifically, child care responsibilities are not the obstacle tovork thet meny imagine.
Female family heads with children work st the same rate—close 10 50 percent--as other vomen. If
we exclude female heads on weifare, vhose smployment rate is vory low, the figure rises to about
83 percent.3? Nonwork on welfsre caunot be explained by large families, as only s quarter of
welfare mothers have three or more children 38

Nor does s lack of center-based child care seem to be the reason. Only 9 percent of working
mothers, and less then s quarter of thoss with children under S, rely on organwzed facilities for
their child care. More iaformal arrar gements with friends and relstives are more common. as

== Dewid T. El1wed, “The Spetial Miswstoh NyJothseis: A7e Thete Teoange jobe Hiseing in the Ghetie?” in
Wl Freemen end arvy J. Kalorr, odo.. The Riagk Youth Emelovment Grisis (Chioage: Uniwraity of Chioago
Prese, 1966), o 4: Joaathen 3 Lesaard, “Speoe, Time and Unemployment: Los Argeles 1990, unpudlished
popez, Mm‘
Themas Deiley and Noger Weidiager, A Skills Mismatch in Mew York's Laber Harket?” Myw York-
Mﬂn.nl-‘t.- S(Rali1984) 99318,
3 Ciouiited trom Ieroos of the Condns, Rewrty 1986, table 10, p. 42.

D Ewry]. lhx.'la:!u&m Duretion sad Job Soarch,” in Freeman and Nelser, Begk
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3 Mory Jo Denw end Dovid 7. Riiweed, “The Dysamiss of Dependence: The Rocries to Self-Suttiolency” (Juse
m:),-unu.o‘.mml.'nmmaruuvmm'cmuw.mmmuum
Us. D}cﬂdm&l—m

Hattitt, “Verk and 5o US. Veltere Systm.” 9. i6-19.
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(Vashisgea, D.C.c US. Gewrament Pristing Ottioe, December 1985), p. 382.
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well as much chesper.3) Onlty 17 percent of programs seeking to place welfare mothers in jobs
report that lack of child care is & serious problem 40

It is aiso unlikely that racisl discrimination dictates poverty. There is little systematic
evidence on bias in the labor macket.. Put it is clesr that biscks--provided they work--show the
ssme mobility as whites, Black carnings typically less, but they increase simitscly over
time 41 My sense is thatbias does not usually deny ail employsble to blacks, sad thus cannot
expiain most black poverty snd dependency. Rather, it limits prospects smong working blacks.
Yetagain, barriers explain inequality rather than nonwork.

" THE BEAL ISSUES
The evidence for barriers is weak, but then I do not believe that most of those who cite them

m.uy belisve that they explain nonwork in say litersl sense. Rather, they ace contesting two
other issves about which e hesistate Lo be candid 42 .

One is job quality, Most of those who say there are no jobs for the poor really mesa that there
are 00 "g00d.” “reel.” or “meaningful” joba. by which they mean jobs that offer middle-class
salacies.und career prospects. Such johsare unquestionsbly scarce, even ss less plessanteand
remunerstive positions ace pleatiful,

The desire to elevate the poor is understandable, but it guts in the way of solving the work
problem. Most jous the poor can realty do, since they are low-sZilled, are necessarily routine, sad
for that resson poorty-paid. If we lasist that they take only “belter™ posiiions, fow will get them,
and thus few will work..1f we try Lo creats “better” jobs in'government. they will tuen into
snother form of welface, aad few recipients will move on to the private sector. asthe CETA
experiencs proved 43 More poor poaple could get good jobs than they do, but oaly if they first
sccumulats s work history in less domaading positions.

Much of the acgument sbout “barriers” is really an srgument sbout equality. about what
. kindof job should be offered Lo workers in this society. [ donotdeny that job quahty could be
improved, for example by legisiating universal health coverage and s higher minimum wage. But
these benefits vould heve to be offered to all workers. not just the poor or those on welfare. To

FUS. Departmast of Commeres, 1o of the Conows, Vio's Miading \he Xide?, Sevive P-70, Mo, §
D.C.: US. Govwrament Printing Ottics, uql’"),mly 3. ‘
973, Geasrel Asssunking Ottiee,
(Weshiaghen, D.C.: US. Goverament Pristisg Ottioe, Jeamary 1937), pp. 86-7.
Oreg J. Dunsam ot ol
m*u-mumuwumummnm.m . 4+9.
This sestion summurinee Lawrense X. Yood, “The Midden Werk Debate.* The Public Interest, so. 91
(SRUCIM 2.48-34.
O Congrossionnt Bolget Otties, wm DC.: US. Gowracent Pristing
Ottive, Augiet 1970), pp. 19, 19 2. 2.
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creats “better” jobs only for the laiter would be uafeir to the many workers who do “dirty” jobs
every day.

More important, special benefits would deny work its integrating force. Oaly if the poor “cut
u‘inunmiobouoc.hrpoopheuuquﬁdymovorkomicndhuupuduoqmby :
others. Those vho would make aew claims for squality must first participate in society and assume 3
its burdens, which include working 44

The second iseus is how much is to be expectad of the poor in the quest for work. How
cspable do they have to lnhdﬁminphynn&hwmnm-umqhogrorit.udvho
is responsible ultimately for schisving employment? Libersls tead to ssysayon  .owantssjob '
should have ons, the jobless Sook for work seriously, and government is responsible if they fail.
Conservatives demand more ability, suspect that much job search is dilatory, and belleve that the
oaus for getting work rests finally on the individual,

Our views on thess issues tend to dictate our views of barriers. If we sets high sandard for
-jobs, but ¢ law one for jcbesekers, wa will find the challesgés of work overvhelming, and we wil
expect goverament Lo masier them befors the poor can work, Much Liberal analysis of poverty
simply converts into social science the W&gmg.mlvn hold that they are trapped by
social forces. If we expect less of jobs, but more of Lhe worker, ve will regard maay of the
“barriers” as among the coastituents of work, not impediments 10 it, a.id we will expect the poor to
overcome them. One stance vill alvays deny that opportunity exists for the poor, while the other
il affirs thet it does.

To overcome poverty, V8 RUR expect somewhat more competencs from the dependent poor
tha we have. Some part of their dilemma is attributable to the “culture of poverty.” Idoaot
eda that they have sberrent valuss. Studies show that moet want to vork 43 Soms, espaciaily
men, rojectiaking the meniai jobs the economy offers them. But s grester aumber, especislly
women, simply feel unsble to work, They are overwhelsed by the logistics of exployment. They
{oel someons else must find them s job, arrange child care, otc., before they.can sctually tekes. . .
job. But since moet people haadle thess problems themselves, to demand help drains work of much
of its mer>ag.

Work for many poor sults 3eems (0 be an ase/natioe but notan odligutien. 1Lis somothing ~
they wouid Zitw to " 'a principle, but not something they feel they 4are to do ateny cost. Thus,
they seldom respoad to what sppears, to others, as chaacesto “get shead.” The key is e lack of feit
power over svents, vhat the peychologists call inefficacy. The poor do not fes] responsible for
outcomes because they do not fee] they caa control them.

" Tieod, Drvend Katitianaat obe. 19-11, \
© Lovascd Goadvin, Bo the Poor Veat o Wark? A fonial-Prrebaiagionl fiudv &t Work Orientetions ‘
(Vertingwa, DC.: rwekings, 1972). —
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The critical iseue in antipoverty research is where that passivity comes from. The mystery is
only despened by the lack of clearcut obstacies to work for most poor sdults todsy. The central
pelicy issue is how.10 overcome passivity, and thus generate the energy to vork. Only then will
poverty fall.

BOLICY

There are, in essence. three antipoverty strategies: incoms transfers, social services, sad
werkfare. 1 faver the last because it hasshown the greatest capacity 1o reise work levels. It also

unfn““qmbhpﬂbnotmmwm&ummmm
Ldo set believe the income strategies are inherently irrazional Ressarch gives only limited

-pportio the Murray thesis, that rising weiface in the 1960s sad 1970s explains rising nonwork.

fenily breakup. and other pathologiesof the ghetto $6 Put, most would now agres. neither does
mere income do much 1o sobve paverty for the varking-sged. It sippocts people in trouble, and
Wis is whatthey may ased in the short run, Butusniess it is conditioned on soms sort of effort,
cash cannot eahance the recipients’ sanse of control, precisely becsuse they do nothing to
desarve it. They can have 00 30nse thiat rewards foliow from their owa offorts. In the long run,
they have to work, or qualify for beaefits that are in s0me sease sarned, or both.

Most experts today accopt Lhat position in prisciple. Nobedy today proposes simply to expand
wolfare, the maln mesaing of “velfare reform™ during the Grest Society. Bowever, ] am

concerned that the current reform bills in Congress, and some other proposals, wouid do that
under othor names.

Some propose. in esence. Lo replace welfare with increased child support. | support tougher
supportenforcement, but I doubt it can solve the welfare prodlem. Child support would take s
mother out of welfase only if she lived entirely on what the father contributes. Ifahe is givena
minimum benefit regardiess of the father's contribution, she is stlfl offectively on welfare,
wvhatever we call it,

And in the version being tested in Wisconsin, the assured benelit entails no work test st all,
Itdoss involve ag incentive (o work. since the mother kseps her benefit even if she works, but
incentives have shewa lese power to raise work effort among the poor than have work
requirements$? Especially if the aseured benefit spprosches the welfars level, mothers aty
sitle dowe on it just to escape the work requiremenis that are encroaching in AFDC.

Child support saseumes, a8 is still unclear, that it is feasible to collect support from welfare
fathers, most of vhom are lov-skilled sad work irregularly. Italso placesall the obligstion of

- ® Charies Murrey. Lasing fhoumad: Ametionn Sonial Palicy. 19%4-1480 Ofrw Yock: Desic Deoks. 1994).
$TThis is my resding of the policy sad research history. For aa elsboration, soe Bevoad
Entitiement chs.4-6,7.
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werk on the father. while the benefit goss eatirely to the mother, Thet must discoursge work for
the fsther. vhess empleyment problams ace the most fundamental to poverty. It may also make
tougher eafercoment seom ualair. thus undermining support for the reform. 1f welfare is to be
based 0a 8 new seciel contract, ss many reformers sey today 48 the benefits and busdens of it must
fall on the same adults, not on seperats ones. That implies odligating the mother to work if she
receives sither welfars or an sseured benefit 49

. ) A better idon would e ta give welfare fathers. like mothers. some support and then require

them o work ia retura, Curreatly, s father is covered by AFDConly if he isunemployed. If he
worksas much as 100 hours a meath, his family is inaligible for welfars, even it hisearaings

N leave them below the weifare jevel. The welfare reform bilisin both housesof Congress would

require statas 1o cover uaempleyed fathers on these terms, 83 is now an option.

Rather thaa forbid the father o work. | would require him 1o, Allow his eacnings. jike those
of 8 mother, 1o bo supplementsd up t4 the weiface level, but in return for s tougher work test. The
Seasts welfare reform bill wae amended on passags to require fathers to work 16 hourss week in
governmen jobs. Iasteed, I weuld require them to work full-time sad emphasize the private
sector, vhers many jébs are already svailshle.

Asaa satipoverty strategy, social services have virtues opposite to those of cash. They
sddcoss tho leag-torm skills probloms of the poor, but do Little to alleviste need in the short run,
Lisheth Schorr has receatly:: cued that autrition, health, sad oducstion programs simed st
mothers and childres can o more thaz we think (0 aileviats entrenched poverty. 59 Most of her
evideace. hovever, comes from pilot programs with exemplary staffs than could not easily be
generalized to the natien. Pust compenselory programs of this kind have showa only marginal
effects on the skillser incomes of the poor.,

One reseon is that such programs traditionslly have done littie t0 overcome the passivity of
theit subjects. Clioats remain the laert reciplents of benefits. No effort is expected from them in
return. The leck of say clearcut performance standacds is one reason why federal employment
progissi. befere Workfare, did Little to raise work Isvels. St

As it has roceatly evelved, workface hasthe strang points of both the income sad services
stralegies, but it sdde the miseing ingredient--cloercut obligsations resting on the clientto ok
something e rwurs for whatis receivad. By wockfare, I mean say definite requirements that
employable welfare recipients enter vork or training, or fook for work. to be eligibla for support.

 Se0, 20r 1000000, Task Yoree oa Peverty sad Velfare,
(Atheay, )Y.: Sote of Mow York, Docomber 1946).
49 Ovc-Tolianse o8 ohild suppert is the maln quortion I fuw abcirt the reform 1dees ottered in Kiiveed,
Dok Sranart, ohe. 5-6, vhich othorvioe heve mud b0 conmond thom.
”M:.wwmm.mmmmmy;m!n:
Dexhiodey, 1908)
”MW@ s.

w

&




e

65

This usage is broader than simpty "vorking off" the value of one’s grant in s government job, the
older and narrower mesning of workfare. It characterizes most of the new employment programs
that have appeared in AFDC since Congress gave states the suthority to institute them in [981.
Typically. the new workfare emphasizes placemont in private jobs, but there is some training or
education for recipients who can profit from it, aad there are ome government jobs for clients
who fail t» find work in the private sector.

Evalustions have shown that the new programs do raise the earnings of recipientsand
reduce their dependency by enough to pay for themselves in most instances.32 The gains, to my
eye. are larger than in voluatsry training programs. They seem to acise mostly from workfare's
combinstion of benefits and demands. The programs typicslly raise the share of employable
clients who ever participate in any work-related effort from s third to 8 half. compered to the
Work Incentive (WIN) program, the nations! AFDC work program before 1981,

The lack of such requirements is the past is probably the greatest single resson why work
levels ace 30 low among the poor. Nonwork stems motly, not from any impediment in society, but
from the sctions--or insctions--of government itself. WIN was firstiastituted in 1967. but for most
recipients it has remained s formality. Only now, in the waks of the new programs. have
requirements brcoms the centerpiece of wellsrs reform.

However. there is ¢ distinct danger that workfare will degenerats into just another voluntary
training. The moxt elaborate of the current programs, in Massachuseits sad California, ace quite
permissive. emphssizing training and other benefits rather than work in available jobs. Training
easily becomes s substitute for work. defesting the purpose.of workface. These and other existing

.programs “ceeam.” or vork only with the most employabls clients. That makesexperts doubt.
whether they can have much real impsct on dependency.53

My own studies of WIN suggest that success varies directly with the degree cf obligstion. The
higher the proportion of clients expected to participate activety in s work program, the higher
the proportion entering jobs—-evea controlling for unemployment, inner-city conditions. and
other impedimenis that supposedly prevent work. It matters little what clients sctually do—it may
be work, training. or looking for work—-provided they are obligated to do something. In short,
successful programs do not cream. They try to generste an expectation to work that resches the
entire employsble caseload.

While workfare can seem repressive, the animus of it is actually to make recipients more
assertive rather than lsss. A participation requirement is essential to get them out of the house

X Guerea, “Deformisg Welfare Vith Work,” 9. 15-25.
KL, Verren T. Brookes, “The Stusadng Fellure of Dakakis’ ET," Wil Street Toqraal, Jescery 19, 1987,

p.18.

”mn.m,mmmmmummm'mmm
ond Heasgement, vi. 7, 20. 2 (Wisder 1598), pp. 204-08. This asalysie daiit oa two ecriier studles ia Now York
City and Stede.
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aad into constructive activity. The obligation promotes s sense of responsibility, and thus control,
that clientsdid not have bafore. Participetion also commits them to new relationships with staff
sad other rucipients, who levy demsade but also provide sncoursgement. In this structure, unlike
passive weifare, work becomes both possible and necessary. Ass result, most clicats support the
wvork obligation ead feel good about their experience in the program 55

Workfare, broadly defined, is really s form of compulsory preperstion to participate in
Americaa life. If we do not view mandatory education as coercive, neither should we see workfare
that vy, Those who 0ppose work requirements should ask themselves why they waat poor
childre.n 10 have to go to school 56

Tiie most troubling festure of the current velfare reform bills is that they do little to raise
the participation level in workfare. Neither bill originglly se¢any participation target for states,
s0 neither would have raised work lsvels much. About 700,000 AFDC clients s year participate in
work programs now. According to the Congressional Budget Office, the House, or Downey, bill
would raise this by only 210,000 over five years aad cause only 13,000 families to ieave wellare.
The figures for the Sensts, or Moynihan, bill were even more modest--36,000 and 10,000.

In contrast, the Republicsn bill offered in the House would have raised participation by
933.000 and ushered 50,000 families off the rolls, mainly becsuse it would have expected 70 percent
of the employable recipieats (0 participats. Yot it would have bees the least costly of the thoee,
due to the savings geaeraied by recipients going to vork. Fortunately, the Moynihan bill was
amended on passage in the Sente o require states to resch 22 percent participation by 199¢, but
this is barely above the 13 percentin curreatav. I feel it would be feasible to require 50 percent,
implemented over suveral years, as that is the level alresdy reached in the bast of the current
programs, in Saa Diego.5?

POLITICS

1do not belisve that many expertson poverty doubt the need for stronger work
requirements, sny more than they doubt thet jobs of some kind are Usually svailable to the poor.
Nor is the support for workfare in doubt. Seventy-two percentof the public favors an education
sadtraining spproach to poverty, and 69 percent su ppocts workfare, while s bare one percent

supports simply giving money (o the poor.3® Yetthe day when work effort isan inseparable part
of weifare is still distant.

B Gerren, WWHQM'”."-".
% Lewrence 1. Yeed, uw«mzmwumwcy.'mm
‘n‘?‘m‘uh]mlm,m
mmummwmnmmwmrw
MWMWMUO‘).
» mmmum-mm. 8. %0. 3 (Joae/Jaly 1985), 9. 27; "Opiniea
Outiook.” Mittionat fouranl, Jaamecy 11, 1986, . 102
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The reat cbxscle is within Washington—the tradition of eatiilement that has dominated
foderal antipoverty policy ever since povesty wasdiscovered in the early 1960s. Federal
politicisas construe helping people as giving them goodthings. The otion thet helping them
might also require demending things isatill uathinkable, even if the facts cry out for it.

1caa onlyask this comaiites 1o remember the lessons of history. Washinglon hasbeen ready
10 ezert suthority in new weys whan national survival was at stake. It did so to adolish sisvery,
regulste capitatism, and guarantes civil rights. It mustdo the same now to require work of the
dependeat poer. The integration of the uaderciass is at stake.

| B
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Chairman MiLLER. Ms. Schorr.

STATEMENT OF LISBETH B. SCHORR, LECTURER IN SOCIAL MED-
ICINE AND HEALTH POLICY, HARVARD MEDICAL SCHOOL;
MEMBER, H..IVARD UNIVERSITY WORKING GROUP ON
ENERGY LIFE, CAMBRIDGE, MA

Ms. ScHORR. Mr. Chairman, I'm delighted to appear before this
committee whose work I have long admired, and to be in this dis-
tinguished company, and to be part of the committee’s broad in-
quiry into what can be done to reduce the incidence of family pov-
erty in this country.

I've been asked to talk to you about my work focusing on serv-
ices that are needed by children and families who live in poverty.

Chairman Can you bring the microphone a little hit
closer to you? I don’t think they can hear you in the back of the
room.

Ms. ScHorr. I will be talking primarily about the services that
are needed by children and families in persistent poverty. As you
know, only a fraction of children who grow up in poverty are in
fact persistently poor. But, it’s that group whose prospects are
growing worse. The long-term consequences of their poverty are
also growing worse. This is the population for whom better employ-
ment opportunities, job training, and income support, while essen-
tial, will not suffice. This is the population described by Professor
Wilson in his book, “The Truly Disadvantaged.”

Now, improved income support and job training and economic
policies are-essential in order to provide this-population with a re-
alistic basis for hope for the future. And that, after all, is the most
fundamental element of assuring both family stability and decent
outcomes for these children. -

But, economic reforms are not enough because this is a popula-
tion that a rising tide of economic prosperity and even welfare
reform has not lifted out of poverty and is not going to lift out of
poverty. While their problems are often considered intractable, this
is also a population that we now know, on the basis of research and
experience of the last 20 years, how to help.

I spent six years looking very carefully at the research and talk-
ing to experts. I've been visiting health and mental health and
family support and early education programs around the country.
The programs that I looked at and that are described in my book,
are all programs that have been able to document their long-term
effectiveness. On the basis of the research and experience that has
accumulated, I was able to show that this canard that, in the world
of social programs “nothing works,” is in fact a canard. It's a myth
;;lhatd does not stand up in the face of experience that is now at

and.

Now, this evidence is receiving increasing attention from a
public that is concerned about increasing numbers of oungsters
embarking on a life of dependency, becoming parents without being
able to raise their children, leaving school without the skills and
motivation they need to participate in {smorrow’s work force.

I think we’re beginning to see the evolution of a consensus that
there are programs that work to improve outcomes for children at
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risk that will ultimately help reduce poverty and social dislocation,
that prevention is a bargain compared to the cost of failure, and
know'that early interventions are more effective and more econom-
ical than later interventions. We know, the research is very clear
on this, that adolescent child-bearing, delinquency, and drop-out
can be reliably predicted ffom poor school performance and truan-
cy as early as third grade. '

We don’t have to wait for further research to clarify the ultimate
causes.of these damaging outcomes. )

We know enough to act, because trouble at third grade correlates
very clearly with being born to a school age mother, low birth
weight, untreated health problems, failure to develop warm,
secure, and trusting relationships early in life, and lack of lan-
guage and coping skills at school entry.

Now, what’s remarkable about this list of risk factors is that
every one of them has been successfully attacked through interven-
tions that wé know how to provide. All the findings on this point
converge. The National Governors Association, the National
League of Cities, the American-Psychological Association, the Com-
mittee on Economic Development, and your own Committee has
found exactly the same thing. In my own work, I summarize the
documentation in the table that is attached to my testimony, which
I assume will be appearing in the record of the hearing.

We not only know that programs work, we know how and why
they work. First of-all, successful programs are comprehensive and
intensive. They provide a wide array of services. They are delivered
‘flexibly, ‘coherently, anid ungriidgingly.

Chairman MiLLER. Wait a second here. We'll get done with the
announcement.

Go ahead.

Ms. ScHogrr. I don’t know whether——

Chairman MiLLEr. They’re announcing a vote. We're going to
have to vote in about—we’ll leave in about five or six minutes for
the vote.

Ms. ScHorr. It’s not a response. I used the word “ungrudgingly”
in a political and bureaucratic——

Chairman MiLLER. The Congress has never been that quick.

. Ms. ScHorr. These successful programs provide services in ways

that make it possible for disadvantaged and depleted families not
to have to negotiate their way through the prevailing maze of frag-
mented and distant services, each with their own eligibility deter-
minations, waiting times, and other hoops that people have to jump
through.

For overwhelmed and disadvantaged families, comprehensiveness
is-much more important than for middle class families. For exam-
ple, in the care of high-risk women, the staples of middle-class pre-
natal care, routine lab tests, monitoring of fetal growth, weight
gain, blocd pressure and so on, are not enough. A teenager who is
poor and frightened and depressed and may have no permanent
home, réquires a great deal more than just obstetrical and medical
care if she is going to have a healthy baby, if she’s going to learn
d}‘ﬁic?g her pregnancy to prepare for the responsible care of her
child.
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Conventional parent education is another intervention that’s
often quite irrelevant to socially isolated and otherwise disadvan-
taged parents. The mother who needs help, the most help with her
parenting, is unlikely to find the simple transfer of information
that’s offered by most parenting classes very useful.

But I found as I go around the country, that the yearning for
quick fixes, and-cheap short-cuts, persists, even though there is so
much evidence now that standardized slivers of service designed to
solve some single narrowly circumscribed problem -are simply no
match for the complex and deeply rooted tangles of troubles that
beset overwhelmed families.

A second characteristic of successful programs, subtle but impor-
tant, is that they make sure that staff have the time and training
and skills that are necessary to build relationships of trust and re-
spect with the childr-n and families they work with. Leaders of
successful programs uniformly emphasize the importance of rela-
tionships. They know that how services are provided is as impor-
tant as what is provided.

The professionals in these successful programs also stress their
collaborative posture. They listen to parents. They exchange infor-
mation, rather than instruct. And they’re always ready to help par-
ents to gain control over their own lives and to act more effectively
on behalf of their own children.

A third important common element is that successful programs
deal with a child as a part of the family and the family as a part of
the community. In-a successful program,.a.pediatrician seeing-an
infant With recurrent diarrhea does not just look at the problems
that inhere in the child on the examining table, but thinks about
whether there is something going on in that family and- whether
the family needs help caring for the child, whether maybe a-public
health nurse or a social worker should be mobilized to figure out
what’s going on and try to help the family.

Fourth and last, successful programs cross long-standing profes-

sional and bureaucratic -boundaries. In order to be able to-make a-

wide variety of services available in non-traditionel settings,. in-
cluding homes, and often at non-traditional hours, staff appl their
ingenuity to get people into programs, not to ring out how to
keep them out. In these programs, no one says, “This may be what
you need, but it’s not my job to help you get it, it’s outside our ju-
risdiction”.

Now, I am as aware as you are that when one looks at the at-
tributes of programs that succeed with seriously disadvantaged
families, it’s clear that they are, in a very fundamental sense,
anomalies in today’s human service systems.

A few, like Head Start and the W.I.C. Nutrition Program, al-
ready .operate on a national scale. Bat, most of the big successes
are small and in some way shielded from the normal functioning of
bureaucracies. They have, for the most part, developed in unusual
conditions. They’'ve been able to operate free of the usual outside
constraints. They flourish under some variety of protective bubbles
which enable them to take risks that would be quite unthinkable
in most large human service systems.

Now, if the flexible, comprehensive, intensive, and personalized
approaches that are so crucial to success in these programs, are to

-
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-gurvive in mainstream human services, we need better methods of
assuring accountability, and new kinds of training to help profes-
sionals and agencies to cross outmoded disciplinary boundaries. We
need-a rich array of financial support and technical assistance to
those who are developing and operating new programs and re-
formed systems. ]

Most of all, we need .better ways of bringing together diverse
sources of funds, and in somi cases we need more fuads. If we want
to see a-new surge of.private, state, and local action pased on what
we know works, to enable those most stuck at the bottom to climb
out of poverty, help from the federal government is essential.

We need changes called for by my colleagues here to improve
income support and economic policies. But in addition, we need
fundamental changes in the financing and delivery of human serv-
ices. We have tobegin by expanding the programs that now work
on a national scale, like Head Start, Medicaid, the W.I.C. Nutrition

rogram. Those have to be expanded to reach all those who are or
should be eligible. ’

Second, we have to identify in state and federal laws and regula-
tions the obstacles and disincentives that today stand in the way of
replicating programs that have achieved demonstrated successes.

Third, we have to help lalge organizations and bureaucracies to
create the administrative and funding environments in which com-
prehensive, flexible, intensive programs can flourish. To increase
the numbers_substantially, the -federal government must -develop
more rational funding streams and provide the funds that would
provide incentives for change. It must make sure that the crucial
information about what works, and skilled intensive technical as-
sistance are available to the growing numbers of state and local of-
ficials who seem to be open to change.

We have to reorient our time frame and not expect success or
evidence of success within a single fiscal year. As with most invest-
ments in growth, the returns on preventive interventions in child-
hood -come years later and often on a different budget than the
agency that’s making the.investment.

Though removing these long-standing obstacles is not going to be
easy, it seems to me there is reason for optimism. People in every

art of this country, and I think you have probably found this, Mr.
airman, as I have, that in every kind olf) governmental and pri-
vate agency, people are saying that they are determined to deliver
more effective services and to find new ways of crossing ancient
undaries.

In this election year, when candidates may be reluctant to
commit themselves to new programs in the face of budgetary pres-
sures and an electorate that’s still thought to be wary of massive
-governmental interventions, we have to recognize that -poll after
poll shows that Americans are ready to invest in helping poor chil-
dren and their families.

Furthermore, Doctor Isabel Sawhill, senior economist at the
Urban Institute, has noted that while large deficits make it diffi-
cult to argue for new social spending because they lower the rate of
economic growth and threaten future standards of living, it is also
true that the failure to invest in the next generation has precisely
those same effects. -

75
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Now that we have clear evidence that.social interventions can
= reduce.the number of children that are hurt by cruel beginnings
and promote the national welfare, we have to mobilize every tool
we have, and. we now have many, to assure that the children at
: risk today can be contributing citizens of tomorrow.

. Chairman MiLLer. Thank you.

: [Prepared statement of Lisbeth Schorr follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LisBETH B. ScHORR, LECTURER IN SoCIAL MEDICINE, AND
Heavrn Pouicy, HarvAaRp Mebicar ScrooL; MeMmBeR, HARVARD “UNIVERSITY
WORKING GROUP ON EARLY Lire, CAMBRIDGE, MA

! _ With this hearing, the Select Committee continues a

tradition that has earned it the respect of all Americans

concerned ‘about the future of our nation.

In focusing sharply on
one of our most urgent national problems, you have wisely chosen
to use a wide angle lens. Each of your witnesses brings a
different perspective and emphasis, but many of the solutions we
propose are not only compatible, but constitute essential,
complementary elements of long-term strategies to overcome family
poverty. )

My own work has led me to concentrate on the services needed
by children and fsmilies who live in persistent and concentrated
poverty. This population is a minority of the poor. Only =
fraction of the children growing up in poverty are persistently
poor -- but they account for more than half the childhood years
spent in poverty, and probably considerably more than half of the
most burdensome consequences of childhood poverty.

. This is the population for whom better employment
opportunities, job training and income support, while essential,
will not suffice., This is the population that lives on the goats
that a risi;g tide of economic prosperity does not lift. This is
the population whose problems are often considered intractable.
But this is also the population which we now know, on the basis
of the research and experience of the past twenty years, can be
helped.

Yet, these children and their families are victims of the

Inverse Care Law -- which holds that those who need good services

the most, get the worst and the least.
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We now have clear evidence that there are programs that
work, that change the futures of seriously disadvantaged
children, that can help to break the cycle of disadvantaze: We

'know. furthermore, why théy work, and how they work.

Successful pro:raﬂQ share a handful of striking common
eleaents. Regardless of whether they operate under health,
education, or social service auspices. regardless.of whether they
are private or public, regardless of whether they are funded from
state, federal or local sources, they haye common attributes that
can now be identified and described.

These are the major conclusions of a six-year study that I

=TI
conducted under the auspices of the Harvard University Working
Group on Early Life. The study culminated in the publication,
last May, of my book, WITHIN OUR REACH: Breaking the Cycle of
Disadvantage.

I began my work with a hypothesis that a lot more was known
about how to change outcomee for children growing up in poverty
than we were acting on. After looking carefully at the research
base, talking with experts, and visiting programs around the
country that had been able to document long-term effectiveness, I
can now demonstrate, with hard evidence, that the canard that in
the world of social programs, “"nothing works,” is in fact a
canard, a myth that cannot be maintained in the face of the
research and experience now at hand.

This Committee has already called actention, in its 1985
publication, "Cost-Effective Programs for Children,"” to a number

of federally funded programs that have proven effective. Others,
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including the National Governors Association, the National League

of Cities, and the Committee for Economic Development, have also

identified successful programs. ﬁy book contains additional

examples of programs -- providing child care, health services,

home visiting, aocial services and family support -- that are

school dropout. They are helping to break the self-perpetuating

demonstrably reducing

cycle of welfare dependency, alienation and -despair. For the

children and families they reach, they are changing the odds.

These are programs tﬁat don’t just succeed with children who are *

born with some special endowment or blessed with a unique great-

aunt, enabling them to beat the odds. These programs are-

changing the odds of a decent future for whole populations of

children that start out with a losing hand.

We also have the evidence that we can’t afford not to invest

in the spread of these successful programs. Although not alwayi

easy to demonstrate with short-term numbers, society’s stake is

enormous. There is increasing recognition that early investaent

in poor children is essential to the welfare of every American,

for

O
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0 We all pay to support the unproductive.and incarcerate
the violent.

0 We are all economically weakened by lost productivity.

0 We all live with fear of crime in our homes and on the
streets. ]

0 We are all diminished when large. numbers of parents are
incapable of nurturing their dependent young.: and when

alienation ecrodes the national sense of community.

the odds of early childbearing, .delinquency, .
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Prevention is % bargain compared to the cost of our current
failures. - z
’ As more and more people become persuaded that there are
programs that work, and that they are worth investing in, our
understanding of what makes them successful beco?es increasingly
important.
2 Let me g0 over what we know about successful programs -- not
.on ‘he basis of theory, but on the basis of hard evidence ana.
g . experience, -

Finding $1: Early interventjons are more effective -- and
more economjcal —-— than later interventions. Failure ard

despair don’t have as firm a grip in the younger years, and the

o,

seeds of later trouble are sown early. Adolescent childbearing,
= ‘delifiquency and dropout can be reliably predicted from poor
school performance and truancy as early asg third grade. Trouble .
at third grade correlates with low weight at birth, untreated
health problems, failure to develop warr secure, trusting
relationships early in life, and inadequate language and cecping
skills at school entry. All of these risk factors occur more
< frequently among families that are poor, and still more
frequently among families that are persistently poor and live in
areas of concentrated poverty. Every one of these risk factors
has been successfully attacked through interventions we know how
to provide. Evidence from health, social services, family

support, child care and preschool education programs shcws that

damaging outcomes and the risk factors that precede them can be

substantially reduced by early intervention. The findings of

Q)
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numerous studies.relating interventions to outcomes are so
convergent that they cannot be explained away by the possibility
of methodological flaws or idiosynoratic circunstaAce. As you
oan see from Table 1, attached to my testimony,

0 _School-based health clinics have reduced the rate of
teenage childbearing in St., Paul and in Balt{nore.

0 Comprehensive prenatal care reduced the number of
underweight babies born in 13 low inéhme counties in
California, and among teenagers in Baltimore and in rural
South Carolina.

0 Family support programs regsulted in fewer children
removed from home, lower rates of child abuse and welfare
depende ;ce in Washington State, New York State, and New
Haven. .

0 Follow~-ups into adulthood of children who had been
enrolled in preschool programs found that participants --
compared to control groups -~ included fewer children
needing remedial education, fewer dropouts, fewer
delinquents, fewer teenage pregnancies, and fewer
youngsters unemployszd in Tennessee, Michigan, and New ﬂ
York -~ and in eleven other programs reviewed by the |
Cornell University-based Consortium of Longitudinal

Studies.

Finding #2: Quick fixes and cheap short-cuts can't meet the
need. Standardized services designed to sélve single, narrowly

circumscribed problems are no match for the complex, deeply

rooted tangles of troubles that beset overwhelmed families.
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Isolated, one-shot, categorical services may fulfill the nceds of
professionals, budget aﬁ;lysts, and administrators of human
service programs for precisely defined routines and readily
measurable results, but are frequently of little help to children
and families in trouble. Fragments of services -- a few classes
in parent education, a one-visit evaluation at a mental health'
oenter, or & hurried encounter with an unfamiliar and
overburdened physicisn -- are often so inadequate that they can
be a waste of precious resources.

Especially when funds are scarce, there are powerful
pressures to dissect a successful program and select Some one
part to be continued in isolation, losing sight of the fact that
it was the sum of the parts that accounted for the demonstrated
success.

Even sibstantial monetary incentives, by themselves, are
seldom powerful encugh to change the lives of children mired in
disadvantage. In this respect, the experience of New York
businessman and philanthropist Eugene Lang is instructive.

$ It took only s few weeks after he had made his now
famous promise in 1981, of financing a college education
for 60 Harlem six graders if they finished high school,
for Mr. Lang to discover that neither the money nor his
personal .encouragement would be enou‘ﬁ. With the help of
a frlen; who was director of a coumunity aétion agency
serving BEast Harlem, Mr. Lang hired a community .
orgzaizer paned Johnny Rivera to work full-time with the
sixty youngsters over a period of six years. Mr. Rivera

says, “"You just can’t imagire the extent of these kids’
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unmet needs.” He helped families find health care and
social services and housing. when necessary, Johnny
Rivera went to their homes to roust them out of bed and
get them to school; he ncc;npnnied stude at to
the principal’a office after a auspens) ¢ Jdng;
he worked with youngsters to select the hig: scpool they
would apply to and helped them get in. The wide array of
intensive supports provided by Lang and Riveva were at
least as important, in their own estimation, as the
promise of tuition payments, in accountirg for the-high
proportion of youngsters that have now gradusted and gone
on to higher education.

When it comes to preventing profound damage among the nation's

disadvantaged youth, there are no analoguss to pelio vaccins., As

Eugene Lang discovered, not even large sums of mcney provide a

one-shot answer.

finding #3: Middle-class wodels don't work for everybody.
Bffective services that do succeed in changing outcomes even for
the highest risk families tend to be complex, multi-faceted and
rometimes costly. Effective servicea for severely disadvantaged
families can be provided within universal programs or rendered
exclusively to an especially vulnerable éopulation. A home
visiting program for high-risk mothers, for exanple, can be an
intensified version of a universal program, or it can be focused
exclusively on poor pregnant teenagera. What is essential is
that programs for those with the greateat needs be clearly

designed to take their gpecial needs into account.
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When health professionals are pushed by financial and
. competitive pressures into seeing ever more patients, it is those
at high;;t risk whose needs are most likely to be neglected. 1In
the care of pregnant women, to;Mexanple, the staples of middle
class prenatal care —- routine lab tests and regule.s monitoring
v of blood pressure and fetal géowth -~ don’t get squeezed out.
What falls by the wayside are the services needed to increase the
chances of a healthy birth to a teenager who is poor, frightened,
depressed and has no permanent home. But it takes a great deal
of time and support to help her to eat sensibly, to care for her
health, to plan realistically for the birth of her child.

Parent education, at least in some of its narrower forms, is
another 1nt;rvention that is often quite irrelevant to socially
igolated and otherwise seriously disadvantaged parents.
Conventional, didactic parent education brings helpful chi.u~-

rearing information to many middle class parents. But the mother

who needs the most help with parenting ~- because she is poor and

' also addicted, depressed, or perhaps was profoundly neglected
during her own childhood -- is unlikely to find the information
offered by most parenting classes very useful. She may need
direct support for her own needs before she can successfully
nurture her child. R

Similarly, in the current debate over more accessible and

affordable day care, it is the children of disavantaged families
who have the most to lose and the most to gain. For most middle
class children, child care arrangements that meet minimum stan-

dards of health and safety will be good enough. But for the

Q
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children groving up in persistent or concentrated poverty, the
odds of school success will depend on staff/child ratios being
high enough, and on the program’'s ability to provide health,
nutrition, and social services, to work successfully with
parents, aﬂa to focus on children’s developmental needs. It Qill
not be enough to meet the demand of parents and employers and
welfare reformers for day care that will allow adults to work;
child care programs must also meet the needs of disadvantaged
children for the "social capital,” to use James Coleman’s phrase,
that children must bring with them to school to become well
educated. The children who do not learn at home the preschool
basics of time and space, cause and effect, now and later, the
children who have not discovered "When I cry they will come, when
I hear the water running, I will be bathed ..." These are the
children for whom q;ality child care in the preschool years can
make the difference between a high -- or a very slim -- chance of

school success.

Einding #4. The programs with the greatest successes,
especially in reaching the most disadvantaged children and

families, have a handful of common characteristics. Juccessful

programs vary in many ways in response to local conditions, but

the findinzs across many domains of antivity are striking.

0 Successful programs are comprehensive and intensive.
They provide -- or are a direct portal to -- a wide array of
services, delivered flexibly, coherently and ungrudgingly.
The people who run tté;e programs know that social and

emotional support and concrete help (wich food, housing,

- ERIC &4
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income, employment -- or anything else that seems to the
family to be an insurmountable obstacle) may have to be
provided to enable a2 family to make use of other services,
from antibiotics to advice on parenting.
f}ofessionals are able to exercise discretion about meeting
individual needs (which new mother needs three home visits
every week and which needs only one during the first month),
and families are able to decide what services to utiliz;.
(whether and when to enroll their child in the available day
care program), and how they want to participate (whether to
work in their child’s school as a library volunteer, a paid
aide, or a member of the parent advisory body).
Professionals in these prozr;-s.tend to take a collaborative
posture, listening to parents, exchanging information rather
than instructing, and always ready to help parents gain
greater control over. their .own.-lives-and-to-act more
effectively on behalf of their own children.
t Homebuilders is an example of a program which provides
comprehensive, intensive services. It aims to keep
together families threatened with removal of a child,
typically as a result of abuse or neglect. It started in
a small Catholic family services agency in Tacona,
washington, and is now spreading to many other parts of
the country. Homebuilders sees families in crisis --
usually on their own home turf, and over a periocd of up
tc 6 or 8 weeke. Homebuilders founder Jill Kinney says
"When a family is in turmoil, they don’t want you once a

week on Wednesdays. They want you when they’'re feeling
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the pain.” Homebuilders staff spend as much time as is
necessary to make sure the child is safe, and to help the
family to cope more successfully, and ultimately to
function independently. A high proportion ?f its social
worker and psychologist staff have been with the program
since its beginning in the early 1970s. They say that
their amall case ioads and the sense they are succeeding
more than makes up for the inconvenience of being on call
24 hours a day. Most have responsibility for no more
than 2 or 3 families at any one time. But even with that
kind of intensive professional investment, Homebuilders
calculates that they have been able to save, just in the
dollar costs of out-of-home placements prevented, three

times the cost of their service.

e s s

Successful grogramé'mage sure that staff have the time,

training, and gkills pecessary to build relationships of
trust and regpect with children and families.

Virtually without exception, leaders of successful programs

empl. ;size the importance of relationships. They know that

how services are provided is as important as ywhat is -

provided. Some program leaders explain their emphasis on
relationships as based on mental health principles, some
talk about child development principles, gsome stress that
they provide through formal mechanisms the supports that
more fortunate families obtain informally, and some come to
it entirely pragmatically -- that’s simply what they do to

make their program work.




Staffs of these programs tend to be highly skilled. Most

emphasize how much training, support and time it takes to
establish the kind of relationships that actually bring

about change. Many human service programs have been

OERG

successful in utilizing paraprofessionals who receive the

requisite training, supervision and support. However,

v ote gy

experience suggests that effective help to families in the
most margzinal and stressed circumstances may requiire a level
of skill, maturity, and judgment most >ften found azong
well-trained professionals.

;» t .In the Appalachian community of Elmira, New York,. the e
intervention was by nurse home visitors, trained by the -

University of Rochester to help poor and isolated young

iiSEEEFE“EEFBugh their pregnancy, delivery, and with the

: ) care of their babies. The stakes were high -- in Elmira,
rates of child abuse and neglect had reached the highest
recorded level in the state as employment in heavy

indugtry declined. The nurses acquired skills to respond

to eJéry kind of economic, physical and emotional stress,

and to help the. young.mothers-to -build--bridges to other . e
sources of professional as well a: informal support.

The effects of the program, as shown by comparison with

‘ similar families, randomly selected, were dramatic
reductions in the proportion of babies born too soon and
too small, in the incidence of child abuse, neglect and

accidents, in the rate of subsequent pregnancies and :

welfare dependence, and dramatic increases in the number ;]
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~ “children. Successful programs, whether they begin with a

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

of teenage mothers returning to school and employment.

Successful programs view the child as part of a family, and

the family as part of a neighborhood and community.

The clinician treating an infant for recurrent diarrhea sees
beyond the patient on the examining table to whether the
child’s health -is threatened.by circumstances that require a
public health nurse or social worker to help the fapily
obtain non-medical services. The successful school
mobilizes parents in collaborative efforts to impart a love
of reading. Successful programs in every domain offer
support to parents who need help with their lives as adults

before they can make good use of services for their

e e o e

focus on children or on their parents, generally evolve into

programs that explicitly adopt a two-generational approach.

¥ In the New Haven schools, the reforms introduced by child

psychiatrist James Comer emphasized support to teachers,
pupils and their families, creating."a sense of
community,” between school and home. Today, teachers,
support personnel and parents work together to develop
for themselves and the children -~ confidence in their
competence and high expectations about their futures.
The two elementary schools in which Dr. Comer began --
previously distinguished by the worst attendance and
behavior records and the lowest math and reading scores
in the city -- now rank third and fifth in the city’s

attendance and test scores. Dr. Comer attributes a large




part of the schools’ new success to the alliance with
parents, which has reduced the dissonance between home
and school and given the child a long-term supporter for

education at home.

0 Successful programs cross long-standing grofesgional and
bureaucratic boundaries.
Professionals venture outside familiar surroundirgs to make
services available ir nontraditional settings, including
homes, and often at nontraditional hours. The program does
not a8sk families to surmount formidable barriers,
unassisted, before they can get what they need. It makes
sure that payment arrangements and eligibility

‘determinations-do-not.pose. insuperable..obstacles. _It does :

not set preconditions -~ such as keeping a series of fixed

appointments in far-away places, or a display of adequate
"motivation" -~ that may screen out those most in need. On
the contrary, successful programs try to reduce the barriers
of money, time, fragmentation, geographic and psychological
remoteness -~ that make heavy demands on those with limited
energy and organizational skills. Instead of waiting
passively to serve only those who make it through the
daunting maze, these programs persevere to reach the
perplexed, discouraged, and ambivalent -~ the hardest (o
reach who are likely to benefit the most. Thesc progranms
take special pains to maintain continuity in relationships,
and to assume responsibility for assuring that child and

family needs are in fact met, regardless of bureaucratic or
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professional compartmentalization. No one says, "This may
be what you need, but helping you get it is not‘part of my

Job or outside our jurisdiction.”

is I describe the attributas of programs that succeed with ,
seriously disadvantaged femilies, it is of course apparent that
they are, in some fundamental sense, anomalies in today’s human
service systems,

A few, like #ead Start and the WIC nutrition program, already

Lt kN

operate on a national gcale, but most are small and in some way
shielded from the normal functioning of bureaucracies.

It is no coincidence that programs with denonstratgg success

[E2RN

in Ehanziﬁz outcomes for diaadvantazed children have, for the

most part, developed in unusual conditions, and have been able,

for a variely of reasons, to operate free of the usual outside
constrainta. Most have had access to funds that come with few
strings -- because they began as demonstration or research

projects, had foundation grants, or b&tausa they came under the -

VR A

protection of a powerful official. Flourishing under a variety
of Protective Bubbles, these prograas have been able to take
risks that would be virtually unthinkable in most large human
service systems. Some hire staff without traditional
credentials, some change elizibility'determinations in ways that
get people into the program instead of keeping them out. They
are able to help a family buy a washing machine yhen that seens
to be the most promising way to reduce a mother’s overwhelming
stress. Nurses provide family support, social workers

collaborate with teachers, and psychologists listen to a mother’s -4
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anxieties about her children in the course of helping her to
market.
If the flexible, comprehensive, and personalized approaches
so crucial to successful programs are to survive in mainstream
human service systems, we need better methods of assessing
program efficiency and of assuring accountability, new incentives
to help professional and agencies to cross outmoded disciplinary

boundaries, and better ways of bringing together diverse sources

of funds.
These are not impossible tasks, but they are complicated,

and hard for busy policy makers and program administrators to

‘tackle. In most agencies and institutions, each day’s crisis

makes it almost -impossible to attend to the needs for more

fundamental change. When children in foster care spen@ days and

ok

€7én nights—in welfare offices, when paychiatric_patients_are

handcuffed to whealchairs in hospital emergency rooms, when

homeless children wander the streets, it is difficult for

== :politician-or.administrator to find the time and energy to think

about systems change.

Yet is it not also a crisis -- perhaps of at least similar

proportions +-- that so maay youngsters beccome parents without
being able to raise tomorrow’s children, that so many leave

school without the skills and motivation needed to participate in

tomorrow’s work forcg? More of us need to agree that the

reduction of those numbers must be a primary goal of human
service policies and programs. '
This is most likely to be accomplished as part of a larger

~ national commitment.

Q 91 :
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Today, when the urgency of the need coincides with the rich
state of our knowledge, the time is ripe for a national
% comeitment of consequence to improve the futures of America's
: ost neglected children. That commitment must be specific in its

objective, broad in its scope, and enduring in its staying power.

We need changes in incor: support and economic policier, and
in the financing and delivery of human services. To improve
services for disadvantaged children and their families, we must
begin by axpanding the prograze gggg new gg;g on s national =
scale, like'Head‘Start and Medicaid and the WIC nutrition
program, to all those who are or should be eligible.
o - A second step is to identify, in state and federal laws and
regulations the obstacles and disincentives that today stand in
the -way of replicating programs that have achieved demonstrated

successes, and to determine whether these barriers could be

“*""-——removed"without-damage-to-the-fundamental_pggpose of the

legislation,
Reimbursement arrangements of public and private third party
S~ :payors:that.do not reflect the complexities of effective

interventions undermine the stability of well-designed i;;al T
programs. When services such as outreach, counseling and support

are not paid for by Medicaid and private health insurers, then
hard-pressed health programs will not provide them, no matter how
essential to the program’s purposes. when reimbursement

definitions do not reflect the higher costs of providing service

- -to poor, multi-problem families, then programs that provide the

poor with the care they need cannot survive. That is why there

f e .
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is no correlation between a program’s survival and how successful
it is in- achieving improved outcomes for families at risk.
In the provision of social services, too, the prevailing
extreme fragmentation of both tasks and clientele means that
; efforts to coordinate services at the local agency\level and make
them available to families in some coherent way are so time-
consuming, costly and difficult, they quickly collapse.
In every aspebt of human services, unsupportive state and
& -national policies can threaten the survivel of valusble local :
i programs, and undermine the chances of successful replication.
Failure to recognize this will lead to repeated disappointments,
for even the most ;aliant lécgl efforts cannot, over the 1oﬂ§ T
term, flourish in the face of perverse financial incentives and
regulations that do not take the needs of deprived populations
v into account.
. The third step in making successful services more widely
j~———  available involves helping large organizations and bureaucracies
to create the adminjstrative and funding environments in which -— ————

comprehensive, flexible, intensive programs can flourish. We may

nqt uniformly want to make successful small programs into large
ones, because small is often a reascn for success. But that does
not mean that the numbers of children and familiec who are
reached should remain small.

To increase the numbers substantially, we need to develop
strategies that will remove the most important obstacles to
large~-scale action building on past successes. We must find
better ways of measuring long-term outcomes, better methods of

accounting for costs and savings, better ways to let funders know

O
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that their money is being effectively spent. We must develop
; more rational funding streams, and come up with funds that
provide incentives f&r change. We must make sure that the
crucial information about what works, the skilled {echnical
x assistance and the trained people are available to those who need
them. .

We must reorient our time frame, and not expect success -- -
or evidence of success -- within a single fiscal year. We must
- learn, in--the world of socisl policy, o &€t better at deferring
gratificat.on. As with most investments in growth, the returns
on preventive interventions in childhood come years later.
Fu}thermore. the "profits” often do not end up on the ledger of
the agency making the investment. (As this Committee knows, it
is now well established that good prenatal care saves three times
as much as it costs in averted neonatal intensive care alqne.
The cost of a comprehe¢nsive preschool nreogram is only a fraction
of the savings later realized in the welfare and prison gystems,
but there is no budget that reflects the connection, and no

“““““ndminiserator.on.politicinn.uho_gpn claim the bottom-line

A L

credit.)
Though removing long-standing obstacles will not be easy,
there i3 reason for optimism. In my travels around the country
over the last few months I found vastly increasing awareness of .
the value of early investment in the futures of children.
Business leaders, concerned about the diminishing pool of
qualified workers in an ever more competitive international -

environment, call for "early and sustained intervention in the

ERIC 34
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lives of disadvantaged children” as "our o. . hope for breaking
the cycle of disaffection and despair.” State governors and
state legislators increasingly recognize the potential of early
interventions.

Dally I hear from people in every part of the nation, every
kind of governmental and private agency -- from professionals in
the fields of health, social services, elementary and preschool
education -- who are determined to deliver more effective
servicesz, =nd to find naw ways of crossing ancient boundaries.

At the national political conventions, politicians of diverse
ideologies invoked their children and grandchiidren to make

visions of the future come alive.

In this election year candidates may be reluctant to commit
themselves to new programs in the face of budgetary pressures and
-an electorate stili thought to be wary of massive zovernmenéal
interventions, but poll after poll shows that Americans are ready
to invest in helping poor children and their families. We can no
longer claim an ignorance of remedies as a reason for abandoni..
the children and their families who are stuck at the bottom. Now

that we know what ia possible, politicians of every ideological

bent must provide the leadership that goes béyond—slogans=
Unshackled from the myth that nothing works, given clear
evidence that social interventions can reduce the number of
children hurt by cruel beginnings, we must mobilize and modify
our institutions to assure that the neglected children of today

can become the contributing citizens of tomorrow.
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TABLE" )

EXAMPLES OF QUANTIFIED EFFECTS OF SELECTED INTERVENTIONS ¥

INTERVE [¢]

School-based health clinic,
St. Paul, Minnesota

St. Paul-Ramsey Co. Medical
Center

1973 - present

School-related health
clinic, Baltimore, Maryland
serving Junior and sealor
high school with all black,
low-income student bodies
totaling over 1700
students.

Johns Hopkins University
School of Medicine

1982 -~ 1984

Augmented, comprehensive
prenatal care for 7000 low-
income women in 13
California counties.

California State Departmen-
of Health

1979 - 1982

e

Augmented, comprehensive
prenatal care for 744
school~aged pregnant girls,
mostly black and single, all
poor, Baltimore, Maryland

Johns Hopkins University
School of Medicine

1979 - 1981

OUTCOME

childbearing among female
students in firgst two
participating high schools
decreased by more than 50%
within three years.

Among 695 female
respondents (of whom about
3/4 were sexually actlive),
the proportion of sexually
activa 9th - 12th grade
girl. who became pregnant
declined by 25%; rate in
comparison school went up
58% in same period.

LBW (<2500 gm) rate
among participnts: 4.7X
among compar grp: 7.0%
VLBW (<1500 gm) rate
among participnts: 0.5%
among compar grp: 1.3%

LBW (<2500 gm) rate
among participnts: 9.9%
among compar grp: 16.4%
VLBW (<1500 gm) rate
among participnts: 1.9%
among compar grp: 3.9%

3 These effects are from interventions described in L.B. Schorr

Within Our Reach: Breaking the Cycle of Disadvantage, 1988
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Homevisiting to 305
presnant

teenaRers by lay “Resource
Mothers” in rural South
Carolina

South Carolina State Health
Departiment,

1981 -~ 1983

Homebuilders intensive in-
home -crisis and family-
preservation services,
Tacoma and Seattle,
wWashington

Catholic Children’s
Services and Homebuilders

1974 to present;
Eoaaec..c€valuatlion. 1983. - 1985.

Comprehensive health, child
care and social services for
18 infants aged 0 - 2 1/2
and their families, New
Haven Connecticut

Yale University Child Study
Center

1968 - 1972

QO  89-897 - 88 ~ 4

93

LBW (<2500 gm) rate
among participnts:
among rndm contrs:

10%
13%
VLBW (<1500 gm) rate
among participnts: 1%
among rndm contrs: 4.5%

In 88% of families in which
removal of child was
imminent when intervention
began, family was intact
and child had not been
removed one year later.

At 10 .year follow-up:

Av. years of education

completed by mother:
participants: 13.0
comparison: 11.7

Av. # of children in

family:
participants:
comparison:

Proportion of families
self-supporting:
participants:
comparison:

86%
53%

Children with serious
school problems:

participants: 28%
comparison: 69%
(Jrﬁ
Ry
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Preschool education and
weekly home visits over two
year period for 3 and 4 year
old randomly assigned poor
black children, Ypsilanti,
Mich. (The Perry Preschool
Program)

High/Scope

1962 - present; evaluation
of .1962 - 1964 participants

Preschool education and
enriched classes through
third grade for 750 Harlem
4-year olds; active parent
support and participation

Institute for Deveiopmental
Studies, NYU

1963 - 1969

Changing elementary school
climate thru applying
principles of child
development and basic
nanagement; new
relationshipa among
principal, teachers,
parents, New Haven, Conn.
Yale University Child Study
Center

1968 to present

v
" Q0
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Of 121 (N=123) responding
at age 19:

Partic. Control
Empl’d 59% 32% -
HS Grad 67 49
PstHS Ed 38 21
Arrested 31 51

Of 112 (N=123) responding
Yrs in spec ed

16% 28%
Among 49 females
1T.A.Preg. 32 59

At age 21, twice as many
participants as random
controls were employed, one
third more had high school
diplomas or GED
certificates; 30% more had
obtained post-high school
education or training

e o ek

At outset, intervsention
schools ranked 32nd and
33rd of 33 New Haven elem.
schools in reading, math,
‘attendance and behavior.

15 yrs. later, w. no change

in SES of students, demo.
schools ranked 3rd and S5th
in test scores, had no
serious behavior problems,
One had best attendance
record in city 4 of
previous § yrs.




o

Nurse-home visiting of
high-risk mothers during
pregnancy and for 2 years
after birth, Elmira, New
York (comperison w.
randomly assigned controls)

University of Rochester
Medical School

1978 - 1983

Summer preschool education;
weekly home visits during
remainder of year for black
3 - 5 year olds and their
mothers, Murfreesboro, Tenn.
(The Early Training Project)

Peabody Teacners College

1962 -~ 1965

ERIC
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Among poor, unmarried
women (N=110):

Returned or completed

school, 10 mo’s post
partum:
participants: 5%
controls: 50%

Subsequent p- egnancy, 4
yrs post partum:
Half as many among
participants as among
controls

Abuse or nezlect of

children:
participants: 4%
controls: 19%

Among 14 - 16 year olds:
participants (N=28) had
babies 395 gms heavier
than controls -(N=17)

Among mothers who smoked:

Premature -births:. e e R
participants: 2X
(N=78)
contrcls: 10%
(N=64)

At age 21, one third more
dropouts in comparison
group than among
participants; control
children placed in special
education classes at six
times the rate of
participating children

99"
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Chairman MiLLer. Well, a fair amount of diverse testimony here.
Let’s see if we can get to truth and ju-tice in the next few minutes.
Thank you very much for your testimony. I think especially, Lis-
geth, your testimony points out that we really need a dual strategy
ere.

One, we’'ve got to cope with adults and their ability to earn more
for their families and their ability to go to work.

We've also got-to deal with very young children, so that they're
not the feed stock for future poverty in this country; so.that in fact
they-are better preparéd when +hey graduate from high school, or
start high school, to finish and increase their skills to participate
in what some people believe is going to be a more complex and dif-
ficult economy.

Let me start on the first half of this issue in terms of current
poor families.

Doctor Mead, let me ask you. 'm not sure that I understand
what you’re saying. If 'm correct, the suggestion is that if poor
-people simply work more hours, that that in itself will greatly di-
minish poverty in this country, even if they’re working at the mini-
mum wage.

Professor Meap. Well, again, most poor people are not working
at minimum wage. They are not working at all. Most people who

) are_working.are -well-above ‘the=minimum'-wage.“Héads of house-
hold are certainly above the minimum wage.

I think these calculations, that multiply out the minimum wage
by 2,000 hours a year to get how much is made and then compare
that to the poverty line, are quite artificial. I don’t mean it never
happens. But there are very few people who work full-time, full-
year at the minimum wage who remain poor. I think it’s 250,000,
something like that. It’s a very small number. I don’t mean it’s un.
important, but it’s a very much smaller number than the poor
people who are not working at all.

" So, it looks as if the key is to increase working hours. Now,
again, raising wages is not unimportant, but that is primarily an
equality issue rather than a participation issue, one might say. It
has to do with the claims of workers who are disadvantaged by
recent economic trends. That’s quite important, but that is not the
main cause of the poverty problem we have.

We have a poverty problem due to non-work predominantly,
rather than low wages. So, the key is to raise working hours in any
job at all. Now, I hope they’d be good jobs, but we shouldn’t let the
concern %ver good jobs get in the way of solving the work problem
in any job.

I would also add, and there is good political evidence for this,
that once more poor people are working in any job, even poor jobs,
their claims for redress of that problem would be much stronger.

Chairman MiLLER. I guess I have trouble—and I've learned on
this committee that anecdotal evidence isn’t valuable. It’s interest-
ing in that particular case, but——

- Professor MEAD. I don’t think this is anecdotal evidence.

Chairman MiLLer. No, no. I'm about to give you a piece that’s
terribly anecdotal. That's what we do in Congress. And that's when
I see the number of young people with college degrees that are
looking for the good joﬁ, as you put it, I guess I'm raising the ques-
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tion about what you.call a good job in terms of providing an incen-
tive for people to go out and look for that job. And when I see what
I think is increasing competition for those jobs at somewhere be-
tween $5.00 and $10.00 an hour, I just——

Professor MEAD. Well, the mystery is why the lack of good jobs
would be a reason to work less rather than more. Among the popu-
lation as a whole during the "70s, the fall in real wages caused an

increase in work effort. We. had worien -going to-work in large

numbers to maintain family incomes in the face of inflation. So,
lower wages caused an increase in work effort.

Now, economists say that’s an income effect. That is to say that
the fall in the returns to work made people work more.

_Now, apparently poor people reason the other way and they say,
“Because real wages fall, it’s less worthwhile to work.” And that is,
indeed, true. The returns to work are less. That’s called the “sub-
stitution effect.” So, one prefers leisure or some other activity.

But, the puzzle is why, for the popuiation as a whole, the income
effect dominates and caused more work effort, whereas for the poor
the substitution effect dominated and caused less work effort.

So, the fact that wages are low is not to me a self-evident reason

why people shouldn’t work. On the contrary, it should be just.the -

on’t. And that diffe
ence of response is the thing that is causing poor people to diverge
from mainstream American life. According to the evidence, welfare
mothers are working less and less and less, even though real wel-
fare benefits are falling. You’d expect them to work more. So, the
trends are really not explicable by that logic.

Chairman MiLLer. Doctor Ellwood.

Professor ELuwoop. Well, I think there’s a certain amount of—

Chairman MiLLer. If I can ask you to bring the mike = little bit
closer to you, all of you——

-Professor ELLwoop. Certainly.

Chairman MiLLER. Thank you.

Professor ELLwoop. There’s more than a little apples and or-
anges comparison going on here. Rather than trying to deal with
every single simple statistic and so forth, let me just make one
simple point.

Reality is that there are a million families in America that are
poor, that have children, where someone is working all the time
and the family is still poor. Now, the reality is that it’s true, most
families who work aren’t poor. That’s reassuring. People who can
get $5.00, and $6.00, and $10.00 an hour jobs—but, I find it very
bizarre to argue that “Gee, if everybody could just work like the
people that are earning $10.00 an hour, nobody would be poor.”

The reality is that the kinds.of jobs that are available for many
of the people that we’re talking about—one, many of them are
working. Perhaps a quarter of the poor children in America are in
families where someone is already working all the time or the com-
bined work effort of both parents is equal to a full-time job. Those
families are working and they’re poor. The notion that low wages
is not one of the major problems that we have to cope with is just
foolishness.

Furthermore, this argument that somehow or other if—it’s hard
to understand why low pay might not affect the work effort of
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people. I mean, if you're a single parent and you're on welfare—
and after all, a large part of the reason that we've got more and
more poverty is that there are more single parents and, yes, their
work effort is not as much as two parents.

If you're on welfare and the only way off welfare is to werk full-
time at a job paying $7.00 an hour and the. minimum.wage-is-$3.35;
I-think it-makes a lot of sense to stay on welfare. If the only way
off welfare is to find a fulltime job that pays $7.00 an hour and has
medical benefits and you can’t find.anything but a minimum wage
job at $3.35, I think it makes a lot of sense.

Chairman MILLER. Let me stop you there, because the more time
I spend with poor families and with working poor families and poor
families that aren’t working, the more I believe that logic doesn’t
leave you because you’re poor.

And one of the things that I find interesting is that just as inves-
tors and developers and people in my community calculate the rate
of return for effort and risk taken, poor people make the same cal-
culation. And when they sit down and they pencil it out, as people
in my district say, it doesn’t pencil out. It doesn’t pencil out for.

them either.

“ T"Now, either they decided the tax rate is too high, so they’re not

going to put their capital there, or their rate of return is too low or
there’s some other risk or some other problem. We've all listened
to people who say, “I'm not going to work any more this year, be-
cause | give everything to the government.” Well, the fact is you
only give a‘ percentage, but the incentive isn’t there. That was a
theory of tax cuts and capital strikes and what have you.

bProfessor ErLwoop. That’s what supply side economics is all
ahout. :

Chairman MiLLEr. I find that poor people go through the same
%uation. They add up transportation. They add up child care.

ey add up health care, the risk to their children, and they say,
“It doesn’t figure out.” That’s not an excuse for not going to work.
I think it’s a question of a logical, rational determination.

Then, when you put a rather frightening overlay on that commu-
nity in terms of leaving your children in that communi‘y or failure
to get home c¢n time in many of these environments, thal’s an addi-
tional risk.

Now, Doctor Mead, you suggest that those really aren’t barriers,
that those things don’t really exist?

Professor Meap. No, I don’t say that. I say that they are not un-
usual for the poor. I don't say that work is easy. I don’t say that
findiug a job, child care, transportation, is easy. ’'m not saying that
at all. It’s difficult. But, it’s usual. Today, most single mothers are
zvorking, and that’s the reason why about half of them avoid pover-

y. '

Now, I'm net saying that that effort is inconsequential or that
it's easy to make. It isn’t easy. The question is whether mothers
should have to make it. Now, I would settle for less than full-time
work. I think it’s reasonable to ask that, but it’s well to know that
three-quarters—-—

Chairman MiLLER. I'm sorry. You say most single mothers are
working?

Professor MEeaD. Yes, most single mothers.
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Chairman MiLLer. That includes the entire universe of single

mothers? ]

Professor MEAD. Yes, and if you leave out the poor mothers who
are mostly not working, the share is much higher. It’s 80 to 85 per-
cent. But, over the whole universe of single mothers with children
under 18, the work rate is about 53 percent, and three-quarters of
that is full-time.

Now, why is it these mothers work more than the welfare moth-
ers? Well, they overcome the barriers. Tte barriers are real. But,
what assumption are we making about the capability of the poor
when we say that they can’t overcome barriers that other people
-do? I think they can and they want to.

Your assumption was that people make a calculation. Well,
maybe we can impute that to them, but we also know that most of
these-poor mothers would like to work. They say that. They’re not
calculating. I think they’re overwhelmed. They feel it’s impossible

to work, and they also feel no obligation tc work. e AR

The_reason. why.work--programs-work;~t6*thé éxtent théy do, is

""that they provide a structure where there is support and help with

the logistics, but there is also an expectation that isn’t there other-
wise. It’s the combination that creates a situation wheré people
find that they can work and they have to work. And then they find
that they’re working and we know that they largely approve of the
gxperience. Workfare helps them do the thing that they want to

0.

Chairman MiLrLer. Well, I don’t know that I can take the state-
ment that most single mothers in the country are working, there-
fore all single mothers should go find work. I mean, I think there
ls——

Professor MEAD. Well, that’s the standard.

Chairman MILLER [continuing]. A dramatic difference in the gra-
dients of the environments——

Professor MEAD. Of course, yes.

Chairman MILLER écontinumg]. The communities, and the situa-
tions they work in. So, to attribute the ability of one segment of
society to find work or the majority of society to find work and to
say that therefore we should attribute the same ability to find
work to the—

Professor Meap. I wouldn’t go quite that far.

Chairman MiLLER. But, you said most single mothers are work-
ing, so the other single mothers ought to find work.

Professor MEaD. Yes, in principle, because the norm is to work.

Chairman MiLLER. Most single mothers don’t have four children.

Professor Meap. But, most people on welfare don’t have four
children either. Only a quarter of the mothers on welfare have
more than two children, as a matter of fact, so the families are
really not enormous. That’s really not true. -

Chcirman MiLrer. And what percentage of those mothers aren’t
working?

Professor MeAD. I don’t know. It certainly would be less, as work
effort falls with family size. I'm not denying that, but the associa-
tion of all these social factors with work effort is much less than
most people think. It isn’t really easy to predict whether a welfare
mother works from her background. It’s much easier to predict
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whether she succeeds in terms of quality of job, pay of job, and so
“ on. That is much more predictable than whether the mother works
at some job.

Now, I'm:contending that it’s working at some job that’s critical.
Again, it would be very nice to raise the quality of jobs, but we
should not imagine that that is the main cause of poverty. That’s
an equality issue.

Chairman MILLER. But, it’s critical for what?

Professor Meap. Work is critical for overcoming poverty and de-
pendency. It’s working at some job.

Chairman MiLLER. Is it really critical for overcoming poverty, or
is it critical. for the noble experience of working?

Professor MEAD. It’s critical for both. But, most of those who
work steadily at the minimum wage or at higher wages are not :
poor. That’s all there is to it. Most heads of family working and . ..o
supporting. a family, even-if-they're=mothers; atré above the mini-
™5~ um” wage and they’re not poor.

The key effort is numbers of hours of work, and I think the con-
straint is the one that David mentions, namelf', should we expect
them to work given their child care responsibility. That’s the seri-
ous constraint, not lack of opportunity to work. There I would com-
promise. I would say, yes, it's reasonable to expect part-time work.

But, it should be steady. It should be full-year. It should be eve
week, even if it’s part-time-hours. That’s the thing we should as
and that's what overcomes poverty. It’s steady effort. It doesn’t
have to be full-time in terms of niumbexs of hours, but it has to be
full-year. It has to be most of the weeks of the year.

Chairman MiLLER. Doctor Wilson?

Professor WiLsoN. You know, when I listen to Lawrence Mead, I
think of how much he would really benefit from going out and
doing some empirical research himself. I would love to put him in
the inner-city areas in Chicago so he could develop a more sophisti-
cated explanation of very complex problems.

You know, the simplistic view that you can explain these issues
by focusing on a lack of work effort ignores the complex interaction
of social and economic factors that produce certain adaptations and
nll)odes of behavior. Let me give you an example of what I'm talking
about.

You have a new-born youngster in an inner-city hospital. That
youngster already has several strikes against him. or her. The
youngster lives in a neighborhood that’s overwhelmingly socially
disadvantaged. Seventy to eighty percent of the adults are not
working. An overwhelming percentage of the families are single-
parent families. And the chances that this youngster will grow up
In a poor single-parent family are very great.

This youngster enters a school lacking fully developed cognitive
and other educational related skills, pecause of the environment in
which he or she has lived. The youngster is further crippled in the
school system where the 1.Q. scores of the children decrease the
longer the kids stay in school, where the teachers feel they can’t
learn and are discouraged.

The youngster is also further discouraged because he or she can’t
see a relationship between education and post-school employment.

He or she is discouraged because they’re told that they’re chumps
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if they stay in school, because other youngsters don’t see the rela-
tionship between education and post-schcol employment, or they’re
chumps if they try to work.

This person is not a part of a job network, because he or she lives
in a neighborhood which is overwhelmingly outside the job system.
Therefore, this youngster finds it difficult to find jobs, particularly
some of the higher-paying jobs, because employers are relying pri-
marily on the informal network of their employees.

This youngster 18 faced with a situation, also, where there is a
decrease of some of the higher-paying jobs in the inner-ities that
he or she relied on in the past, for example, the decrease in manu-
facturing employment which has always been one of the avenues
for exit out of poverty for inner-city youth and adolescents. Not to

e ~paying=jobs; ‘it*would -be good to own an automobile because of the
explosion of jobs in the suburbs. But, due to inadequate transit sys-
tems, lack of an automobile, it’s difficult to reach those jobs.

Now, all of these things interact, it seems to me, to discourage
people. And to assume that individuals are super-human from the
privileged position of Lawrence Mead, who doesn’t have to worry
about where his next paycheck is coming from, it’s easy to say that
people should have a work ethic. But, I think that we have to look
at the complex factors that gererate people to move in certain
areas, do certain things, take on certain responsibilities, and to
accept certain challenges.

I just think it would be useful if we paid much more attention to
the interaction of social and economic forces that constrain certain
segments of our population to behave in ways that are fairly
unigue and depressing.

Chairman MiLLer. Well, I guess what troubles me—and let me
just say that I don’t think there’s any disagreement certainly in
the Congress about the desire of the Congress to provide avenues to
work for recipients of general assistance or welfare, temporary,
long-term, or what have you. My concern is, to some extent, wheth-
er or not there is an appreciation for just how tough those structur-
al barriers are.

The largest employer in my district, I believe, is Chevron. They
are now deciding whether or not to construct their own educational
programs, because people that are coming to them for jobs, mainly
white suburban kids, simply don’t have the ability to do basic level
stuff because of their inadequate reading and computation skills.
And these are kids who have supposedly completed 12 years of
iphool in good schools. This is going on with other major corpora-
ions.

We signed a workfare in the State of California; but we are now
troubled by the fact that most of the people don’t have the ability
to make out the application for that program, you know, to engage
in the skills. So, now the legislature has under discussion whether
or not to appropriate tens of millions of dollars to teach people
basic literacy so they can start to deal with the application of that
program and employment programs.

And so, I guess I'm kind of—I'm concerned that there’s an over-
simplification here about the basket of skills and goods and talents
that these people bring to the job market.
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The other thing that I find in this case in'my time with working
families is that very minor incidents can knock them right out of
the job market, knock them right out. A child gets a cold and the
baby-sitter, not the child care center, says “I'm not going to take
care of your child.” They miss a day of work, they’'re fired. A bat-
tery goes dead, they're fired. They get a flat tire, they're fired. We
have such a fragile group of people, and I don’t see the willingness
to invest in the structures to keep or make them employable.

And I think, Doctor Mead, that it’s an oversimplification i'ust to
sugiwt that if they would go out and look for work they would find
work, carrying the baggage that they do.

Professor MEAD. Well, 'm imgatient with the view that my posi-
tion is a simple one. It’s been based on rather extensive field. re-
search of-the-kind:that Bill does.’I’ve Spent tén years going through
welfare offices and employment offices talking to staff about how
they deal with clients, what the problems are, what leads to suc-
cess and what doesn’t.

I've published three different studies on this. They’re not high
level or theoretical. They’re based on empirical analysis and field
interviews on' the determinants of success in workfare programs.
They take into account the social and economic factors that Bill is
referring:io.

T-don’t think the situation is simple. I don’t think those factors
ere unimportant. They certainly show a negative influence on em-
ployment prospects for people. I'm not saying that’s absent. I'm
saying that the structure that these programs create is at least as
important as those barriers for determining whether ,people work.
At least, that’s what my numbers show, and that’s also what
people say in the field.

y views are very reflective of what employment counselors and
social workers have told me in the field. I have several times pre-
sented these views to meetings of professional workers, social work-
ers and other practitioners, and I find concurrence. So, it isn’t that
my views are exceptional. I think they reflect the experience of
care-givers over the last 20 years. .

Now, I'm also not saying that nothing should be done to diminish
the barriers. What I am saying is that our view of what is the bar-
rier is the flip-side, the mirror image, of our view of the compe-
tence of the client. So, while we have to drop the barriers, which
I'm not ogainst, I also think we have to do something to expect
more energy from the clients.

We've had a generation of programs that primarily address the
outward impediments, without expecting any definite effort from
the clients. That is also necessary. I'm not the conventional con-
servative. I'm not anti-welfare. I'm not anti-government. I don’t
think benefits are the problem. I don’t think benefits deter people
from working, very seriously. I don’t see evidence for that. I don’t
think the benefit side of welfare ic the problem at all. I don’t think
that any of the things that my colleagues here have recommended
in the way of new efforts for the poor would be a mistake in most
cases. I'm in favor of most of the things they recommend.

But I also think, and the evidence supports this, that we have to
exiect some effort frora the poor themselves. That’s the missing
link, the thing that energizes the whole system. I see work arising,
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not from a disembodied effort by ﬁeople to get jobs, but by a cumbi-
at

nation of efforts, by programs t rovide support and services
and clients who make an effort. It's the combination of those
things that overcomes the problem. I think that takes into account
the complexity.

If I were not taking into account-thut complexity, I would simply
advocate abolishing programs and throwing people into the mar-
ketplace. I'm not advocating that. ’'m advocating a system of ex-
pectation and support that will help people carry out the thing
that they want to do. It’s based on rather complex reasoning about
the nature of the problem.

Chairman MiLLER. Mrs. Boggs, any questions?

-Mrs. -Bogas. -1 -know-that -work--opportunities-have-improved -in
many areas of the country. In my area of the country, the unem-
ployment rate is the highest in the nation. It is especially high
among black males.

I'm really puzzled to know what evidence there is that poor
blacks would respond to increased work opportunities, and how far
should we expect the underclass to travel, and how little should we
expelgt them to_ earn in order to participate effectively in the labor
market.

Professor WiLsoN. The evidence that black males employment
opportunities have improved is not overwhelming, but I really
would like to cite one study, if I may draw from my colleague here,
David Ellwood, who presents some data on employment of black
males in the City of Boston.

In 1985, the unemployment rate of black males in Boston was
around five percent, which is cne-third the national black unem-
ployment. The employment rate of black males in Boston in 1985
was 71 percent, which is as high as the national white employment
rate. This would suggest that black males in Boston are responding
to the full emploiyment economy of the State of Massachusetts. So,
that’s one example.

How far do we expect people to travel to go to work? In our re-
search in the City of Chicago, what we have found is that among
Jjobless black adults in the inner-city ghetto areas, that is, areas
with poverty rates of at least 40 percent, only 18 percent have
access to an automobile. The jobs that are really expanding in the
Greater Chicago area are in the suburbs.

Some of my research assistants who have traveled with some of
these workers looking for jobs came back expressing amazement
about how long it taﬁes to get to those jobs, li\ow long it take to
even get out tﬁere for the interviews, in some cases three and a
half hours of traveling. The reason that’s a problem in the City of
Chicago is because of the lack of an adequate mass transit system.

So, people get discouraged. Mead talks about these people as if

‘they’re super-humans. You know, why don’t they have a work

ethic® And here you have pec;ple who are inadequately trained.
You have employers who don't feel that they can work or don’t feel
that they are employable because of the inneér-city educational
system. You have individuals who are faced with an inadequate
mass transit system who have to travel many hours to get to sub-
urban jobs, and then have wages that are not very high. It’s little
wonder that people throw up their hands in despair.
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Congresswoman Boggs, I-forgot the third question.

Mrs. BoGas. 1 was just interested in how much we should expect
them to earn? How far do we expect them to travel? I think it's
such a disgrace to say that they have no commitment to work.

Professor WiLsoN. Yes, I agree. .

Mrs. BoGgs. And I don’t understand why we think that people )
will simply have a commitment to work if the work is not available
except at far distances and lower pay.

Professor WiLsoN. Yes. And I should also point out to you, and
maybe Lee Schorr could say something about this on the basis of
her research, but on the basis of some micro-scudies it appears that
young blacks stand in line waiting for jobs when they are available.

"For-example; ‘in-Chicago-the introduction of city employment for
youngsters leads to long lines, and 75 percent of the youngsters end
up not getting ‘the jobs because there are not enough jobs for the:
many applicants. People do, in fact, want to work. There's ro ques-
tion about that. Lawrence Mead is not saying they don't want to
work. What he'’s saying is that once they get into thesr = s they
don't stay in them very long because of a high turn-ove. .ate.

But the point is that if we could provide jobs and augment wages
by increasing the earned income tax credit, we might find that the
retenticn rate would be much longer. People then would be able to
realize that they make more working than income from welfare.

Mrs. Boges. Thank you very much. )

Professor ELLwoop. Can I just make one quitk comment? I think
there'’s a danger of oversimplifying on both sides. It's not just a
lack of jobs. It's not just anything. That's a part of what people are:
saying.

ut, I think the reality is that until we have a situation where
people realistically can make it, it's very hard to make-any claims
that, “Gee, what we need is more obligations,” or this, or that. The
simple reality is that for a two-I‘garent family, working does not
often pay. PeogLe are often poor. For a young teenager, a minimum
wage fOb may be available, but where does it reslly lead, what does
it really offer?

And for single parents, the group that we spend most of our time
fighting about and worrying about, the group that’s on welfare,
Larry Mead talks about how he's in favor of part-time work. Well,
ggrt—time work doesn’t get anyone anywhere. You'd really have to

dumb to think that working part-time on weifare is a ser. ble
idea. You might think it's an investment, and that's the way to do
it, and the reason to do it has to do with all the values that we
cherish. But, you're worse off when you do it.

It makes far more sense, doesn't it, to agree that we all believe
in work, and to let's make sure that when you work you’re not
poor. And let's make sire as a single parent you do have some ad-
ditional support, some non-welfare support, some child support,
that makes it feasible to work part-time and avoid poverty, that
makes it feasible to really get ahead. It is true that many single
parents work. But, do you know what? They're the college gradu-
ates. They're the people without young children. They're the people
without-all-thoi=-things.. .

It's not just jobs. It's not just obligations. It's none of those
things. But, let's make sure that when people take the effort, take
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the initiative, that they can make it. Because, all too often they
don’t, and we can do things that can change that, that aren’t real
expensive, that don’t involve massive restructuring of the economy.
They’re simple steps that all.ought to agree on, because they rein-
force our basic values and they get People off the welfare system.

Ms. Schorr. To underline what we're all saying, I think that the
need for-a dual strategy is what comes o: of all of these discus-
sions. You've got to have the opportunity for good work at decent

wages, and you’ve got to have the support that’s contemporaneous
with the job, thé support in terms of good child care, decent trans-
portation, help for people who are-just entering the job market to
make that sustained. effort, not by giving them more incentives to
nlllake the effort, but by giving them the support they need to get
there.

And we-also need the suﬁport that comes earlier on, as Professor
Wilson is saying. It’s the kid who starts out at low birth weight,
with untreated health problems, who is handicapped at school
entry because there was no decent child care and there was no
decent Head Start program to help prepare him for school, who is
handicapped by the lousy school he went to. Those are all things
that add-up to become further img)ediments’ to being able to take
advantage of the’ opportunity that’s out there. But, you've got to
hz‘a)slle that opportunity to work at a decent wage to make it all pos-
sihle. :

‘Mrs. BogaGs. May I just respond some to Ms. Schorr?

I was so struck by your saying that by the time a child is in the
third grade it’s evident about whether that child is going to become
a drop-out or a teenage parent or so on.

When we started Head Start in 1965, it was on that premise.
And as you know, it was an anti-poverty program, not under educa-
tion at the time. All of those services that you mentioned were
brought to bear for the Head Start program because we didn’t
want the children set by the third grade to become the problems to
themselves and to society that we assumed that they would
become.

We have the Widening Horizons programs. We’ve introduced tne
parents -and invoived the parents and so on. And this is all those
years ago now. And in addition to that, we now recognize with the
National Science Foundation educational programs, that we have
to back the science and math programs. I've been on that appro-
priations subcommittee for 11 years, and I've almost got them to
the first grade.

But, the whole mind-set, the conditicn of health, the interest in
the work ethic, the quality of life, and the ability to compete that
we must be able to give our young people, we all know that it
starts at the very beginning. And if we’ve known this for all these
years, my question is why haven’t we followed through, and why

3 g}q are just rediscovering all the time that we need to do these
ings.

Ms. ScHorr. Well, it seems to me that one of the things that has
happened since you were involved in getting Head Start started is
that a lot of what we did then on faith and on theoretical knowl-
edge, we now have the evidence, the very clear documented evi-
dence about the long-term effects of Head Start: reducing depend-
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ency, reducing teenage pregnancy, increasing the rate of employ-
ment for the population that succeeded at school, in part because
they succeeded before school with the help of Head Start and the
help of the health services, social services, and nutrition services
provided through Head Start.

So, we now have the evidence that what you set out to do then
really had the effect that you hoped it would. We also know that
those comprehensive programs, multi-faceted programs, are really
needed before the child is four or five. And we're learning how to
provide.the similar set of services for even younger children.

But, why are less than oneifth of the kids who are eligible for
Head Start actually enrolled? Why is there not enough funding to
get all the kids who are eligible and who we know would benefit
from those services? Why are they not_enrolled? Why is that not
financed?

Well, I can only hope that now that we understand more about
how effective those programs are, that that will begin to assuage
some of the hesitation of people who have not been willing to
invest in those programs. .

Mrs. Bocas. You know the new education bill, of course, has an
Evenstart within its new programs. It will take care of the younger
children, fill in that gap between one year old and kindergarten
time. It also is a duaf program, because there’s an adult literacy
program that involves poor parents in a meaningful way.

Because, I noticed in your testimony that you were apprehensive
about the parental kmdz of classes that really were geared only to
middle-class families and to their situations and values.

Thank you very much.

Chairman MiLLER. Mr. Martinez.

Mr. MARTINEz: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, before T make a statement and ask questions, I
want to say that I'd like to enter a statement into the record on
behalf of m{lself and the members of this committee and people ev-
erywhere who.ceek economic justice in this country and who really
believe in aii iqual opportunity for all. It seems like some do and
some don’t. A 'ot of it depends on changing the attitudes of those
who don’t. )

Based on interviews with social workers, I think you have to un-
derstand the social workers themselves. I've seen it from the other
end. For some, there is a sort of nourishment in having the power
to control people’s lives. And for some, there’s nothing as desperate
as it seems to the person making the application, because they in
their own experience are not feeling it, because theﬁ are secure in
the comfort of their own prosperity. I think you have to under-
stand, when you do that kind of a study, that you’re not looking at
the complete picture.

I think, rather than just talking or interviewing social workers,
you ought to get down and live the eve day, life that these people
are living during an extended period of time, not just for a brief
period of time. Because, you never really understand the situation
until you’re there for a long time.

As Chairman of the Subcommittee of Employment Opportunities,
I've held hearings all over the country. I’ve been to committee
meetings and hearings of other committees where we've heard
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about the poverty situation that exists. It’s like Senator Bentsen
said, “Our.economy i> doing great for some, but not for all.” Our
economy is like swiss cheese, there are big holes in it.

Well, I've seen them. In Beaver County, Pennsylvania; Mahoney
County, Ohio; the two highest unemployment rates along with Ms.
Boggs’ district in the country; people are telling stories like the

rtleman who came up to us after the hearing and said, “You
know,.I don’t know what we’re going to do, Mr. Martinez. In this
country, thereare some people who think that we are having a
great economic recovery, but for us-here-in-this area, we’re not.”
He said, “I worked in the steel plant that closed for 20 years. I was
looking forward to my retirement. I fell short of retirement.” And
because the company closed and wasn’t adequately protected, his
retirement wasn’t adequate. .

And he says, “You know, my wife had stayed home to take care
of our children to make sure that they got the right kind of up-
bringing. I looked forward to sending these kids to college on my
wages alone, sacrifi¢ing, scrapping, and saving.

“But, as a result of my unemployment T've had to take a job at a
minimum wage. My three children who are going to college,
they’re working at minimum wage. My wife has now gone to work,
working below her level. She has teaching credentials, but the
people are all leaving, so there are no children in school, because
they’re going looking for jobs. There aren’t enough jobs for a
person of her caliber, education, and background.

“And so, as a result, we’re all working at slightly above the miini-
mum wage or Iéight at minimum wage just to maintain the living
that I maintained as an individual worker in a family of five.”

The trouble is that one half of one percent of our population
owns 35 percent of our wealth, while 99.5 percent of the population
is fighting for the other 65 percent. While some of us are living
from day to day with a good existence, others are working hard
and saving and living on an austere budget and making ends meet
from day to day. There are still too many people that are just
struggling to survive. That’s all, just survive.

In this country, we talk about providing employment training
and education and all these things. Mr. Aldrich said it best, it’s not
a simple answer, because it's not a simple problem. There are a lot
of factors involved, the least being that people who are not working
are not working because they don’t want to work, or because
they’re too lazy, or that the idea of low wages doesn’t create an in-
centive. That’s crazy.

If a person figures out that he’s either going to have to go to
work and put up with the insults and the abuse of an employer
who wants a low wage-employee because he’s low-skilled and he
knows he can control him, or he’s going to have to EUt up with
over-aggressive social workers, and he weighs the two, he’s going to
go with the over-aggressive social worker. He’s only got to put up
with him once a week or once a month.

Another side of it is that he can collect more money. If you talk
about women, women with families, child care isn’t the only
answer, isn’t the permanent answer, I agree. But, it’s one of the
answers that we have to understand, because I've visited homes
where there have been women with five children who’ve been
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abandoned by a husband, and you say that women derive the bene-
fit from going after the husband? Hey, the woman should derive
the benefit. After all, she didn’t do all of that by herself.

So, there are a lot of problems and you can’t look at it with
tunnel vision. You know, the one thing that I see is if we look at
the conditions and the wage levels of the labor force, and consider
that great number of people that you talk about who are willing to
work part-time, many of whom are working part-time, but they
don’t want to work only part-time. They want full-time employ-
ment, becavse as Mr. Ellwood said, part-time employment takes
you nowhere.

I have five married children, and they all have children. Each
one of them and their spouses work because they have to to make
ends meet, and not at minimum wages, or not at low wages, at
pretty gocd salaries. The thing is, that they’re still not making it.
So, those people who are working part-time are doing so because
they’re forced to, not because they want to, because that’s all that’s
available to them.

But, if we understand all that, then we begin to understand this
great economic recovery and just how stable that economic recov-
ery is. It’s not stable. If we don’t understand the problems of the
roor and the working poor, people who are working who want to
work, but they don’t have any avenues of redress to a higher level
of employment or higher wages and as a result, they get stuck
there and sometimes they slip back into that welfare sifuation that
we don’t want to see them in.

With all of that, then we start understanding what our condition
really is in this country. It’s not that good. For some it’s good. But,
don’t look at ourselves, if we’re happy and comfortable because
we've got a good job and good salary. Think about it in the terms of
those who do not, because those who do not will drag us all down if
we don’t do something about it.

[Prepared statement of Hon. Matthew Martinez follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF MATTHEW G. MARTINEZ, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FroM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of people everywhere who want economic justice and be-
lieve in equal opportunity for all, I recommend an idea and a concept who's time
has come—an economic bill of rifhts. In keeping with the concept of our Constitu-
tion of promoting the general welfare, we must move boldly forward to protect and
improve the quality of life and provide for the economic security of all our citizens.

As chairman of the Employment Opgortuniti&a Subcominittee, I have held hear-
ings in enough parts of the country and have come to understand through evidence
provided at these hearings that there is a growing number of poor and under em-
ployed people in this country. People who have gone from reasonable wages to pov-
erty level wages. Don’t be fooled by the fact that the unemployment rate is down to
6%. Yes more people are working, but at a lower wage because that is all they can
get.

Today one-half of 1% of our population own 35% of the wealth, while 99%% of
the population are fighting for a share of the other 65% of the resources. While
most are still struggling to iive from day to day, too meny are struggling to just
survive. Unless the leaders of our country take stegs now to create jobs, fair wage
jobs, provide training for those jobs ard refine, and improve the quality of educa-
tion, we will not survive.

If we look at the condition and the wage levels of the labor force, and consider the
great number of part time workers who are not counted as unemployed, but who
are virtually unemployed because they really want full time work, we begin to un-
derstand the true sense of our great economic recovery and just how stable our eco-
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nomic Prosperity is under the Reagan administration. One-third of our people are
living-in or near the poverty level. Meaningful employment is one that takes into
consideration a fair wage and provides for pride of accomplishment and is the key
to economic survival and insuring the stability of family life.

When the question is asked “Are we better off today than we were 8 years ago?”
Think of others not only yourself. Sure, some of us are better off, but our Nation
and its people as a whole are not. The job creation that has taken place in the last 7
years are jobs in the service sector at minimum wages, or jobs where training, edu-
cation, and a high level of skills are required. And we have not prepared the avail-
able workforce for those jobs. Lower wages and higher costs of goods have shifted
consumer power from the lower and middle income population to the rich who
always buy wholesale. We have gone from a society where two-thirds of our families
could afford to buy a home to a society where only one-third can afford the Ameri-
can dream of home ownership. .

Instead of creating a higher standard of living this administration has said “lower
your expectations unless you aré born with a silver spoon in your mouth,” instead
of creati(x;g1 the opportunity for a full and meaningful education for our children and
young adults. -

This administration sought-to slash programs for students ranging from head-

start to school lunches. It has waged war on programs of particular importance to
: Hispanics—such as Chapter I, Bilingual Education and Immigrant Education.
- This Republican administration tried to abolish the vocational education program.
- It tried to cut assistance for students who want to go to college, and has forced low-
ir_lchtu'ne students to go deeply into debt to get a higher education. That just isn’t
rigl

Under Republican policies the proportion of Hispanics attending college has actu-
ally fallen. Even for Republicans that is quite an achievement. This administration
has axed funds for data collection—so that Americans won’t know what is happen-
ing in our schools. That is what they have really done while they have created the
grand illusion that they care, often quoting the report “a nation at risk.” And—to
top it all—this Republican administration has even sought to abolisk the Depart-
ment of Education. Republican policies are truly putting the Nation,at risk.

For gone are da{se when many of our people with no education ‘could find a job.
Where they could be trained at the job and earn a decent wage and have adequa‘z
benefits. This was true as little as a few years back, but not today. So wake up
America. When a segment of our society suffers it eventually gets to us all. If we
are to advance as a nation we must provide the opportunity for Americans to have
pride in themselves and confidence in our future, just as o:r President said. But we
cannot do it expecting our people to learn less, do less, or earn less. The economic
security of our families is the stability of our democracy, and we must work co pre-
serve it.

In closing let me say, as a former Secretary of Labor said at an employment hear-
ing in Chicago, “The cycle of permanent poverty is the breeding ground for the
social ills of a society.”

Mr. MArTINEZ. But, I've got a question to ask anyone who would
respond to it.

1 heard you, Mr. Mead.

How can you help us, as a committee, make any sense of why we
are witnessing increasing numbers of working poor? You under-
stand? Because, the unemployment figures in some parts of this
country show there are more people working, absolutely more
people working, at lesser wages than they did before.

And the question is, if this is all true, how can we make the
statement that we’re entering our sixth. year of economic expan-
sion? We might be for some, but how does that economic expansion
aff:?ct those at the very bottom of the ladder, those we need to help
up?

Professor MEAD. Congressman, let me answer that first.

I think your example of the steel worker’s family proves some-
thing I was saying earlier. When he lost his jcbh in the factory, he
and his wife and his children all went to work at low-paying jobs in
order to maintain the family income. That is precisely the pattern
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that we see in the population over the ’70s and into this decade,
where economic troubles lead to more work effort.

Mr. MartiNez. Well, let me interrupt you right there, because I
think it’s very important. It’s something T did not say and that he
said to us.

He'said, “I look around and I see people on welfare making more
money than I am.” He said, “You know, maybe we all ought to just
chuck it and all go on welfare.” That was his statement.

And so, you get people in that desperate situation at those low
wages you talk about that really start contemplating going on wel-
fare, no matter how much work ethic they have, or how much
pride in themselves they have. Because, let me tell you something,
it’s no fun.

If you’ve never experienced it, try it sometime. Go with your
father pulling a little wagon to get what they give you, what they
called during the depression the “gimme-gimme,” and have these
people giving it to you and making comments like, “Look at these
lazy S.0.B.s” and “Look at these people who’ve got no backbone, no
spine”. It’s as-degrading as hell.

Do you think that doesn’t affect people in their attitudes and
their frustrations? It sure as héck does. Let me tell you something.
If you offer some of these kids in these ghetto neighborhoods $3.00
or $4.00 an hour, why in the heck should they go to work for $3.00
or $4.00 an hour when they can make a thousand dollars a day
selling drugs?

Professor MEaD. But, your steel worker’s family didn’t do that.
See, that’s the difference. They took the legal jobs, though they
were a considerable come-down and there was considerable hard-
ship involved. I don’t deny that for a second.

"There has been a reduction in real wages for an important part
of the work force. And those people have a claim. Those people
have a grievance. I'm not disputing that. But this hearing is about
poverty, and in general those people are above poverty. They gen-
erally do not actually go under the poverty line. They maintain
their incomes, perhaps at a lower level, but above poverty, by
taking those lesser jobs.

Now, among the poor, the pattern is not to work at all or to work
erratically. That’s the difference. Whereas the work effort has in-
creased for the bulk of the population, for the poor it was always
low and is apparently getting lower.

So, I don’t believe that it’s helpful today to conflate the problems
of the working poor or the working almost-poor with those of the
long-term poor. Generally speaking, the long-term poor are not
working. It’s a substantially different problem. Their problem is
not due to low wages, it’s due to not working at all.

You have to ask why that is, and it scems to me it’s predomi-
nantly because the structure of policy doesn’t require people to
work as a routine part of welfare. 'm not saying that everything
else is unimportant. It may be true, as you say, that the working
poor are increasing in number too. That is something that we
should worry about.

But, again, the working poor are a very small part of the total
poverty picture. It's not unimportant, but it’s not our major diffi-
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culty. Poverty is predominantly due to low working hours, rather
than low wages.

Professor Eruwoop. I would prefer not to continue on in this par-
ticular debate, in the sense that, again, a quarter of the poor fami-
lies in America are already working full-time. Yes, we can ignore
those. There are three-fourths othzrs. But, you know, when we
ignore those we start sending signals about what we value.

We start saying that ‘“Yes, okay, it’s fine to be on welfare be-
cause it pays you more and any sensible human being would do it.”
But, they don’t because they ought to work hard, they’d rather
work hard.

So, why not make work pay? Why not make sure that if—why
not help single parents do their job?

As to your question about.why the recovery hasn’t really reached
the people, the working poor and so on, first of all, I think I would
be misleading if I said we know or agree. There is enormious
debate. TherZ are a couple of things-we do know.

What seems to drive the poverty of the working poor, precisely
because they are working, is not the unemployment rate. The un-
employment rate helps a little. But, what really drives it is real
wages, and real wages have not recovered. Real wages now are
lower than they were 15 years ago. That’s true for middle America.
This-is not just the poor.

The problem is, though, the poor—you know, middle America
gets nailed a little bit, but the poor really get killed. So, the notion
here is that, yes, there are structural changes in our eccnomy.
There have been a variety of other kinds of changes. We clearly
have this widening.income distribution, and we have chosen, partly
for the reasons that Professor Mead expounds, to simply ignore
working Americans, simply ignore people that want to work, are
willing to work, that can work, and instead worry about fighting
for nickel and dime on the welfare system.

Why not, instead, you know—paper over these-differences for a
moment. Let’s just agree we’re going to try and make sure that if
you work you’re going to make it. Larry Mead says that’s not a
problem. Fine, it’s not going to cost us anything. We're going to in-
stead help those people who are willing to work and that’s some-
thing that we can all identify. with.

So, I don’t think I have a very good answer for you why thcse
things change. You've heard the reasons, the structural changes,
the variety. But, the Liottom line is this, work just doesn’t pay as
much as it used to, and it especially doesn’t pay as muckh: as it used
to at the bottom end. Part of the reason is we }lylaven’t changed the
minimum wage. Part of the reason is a lot of other kinds of
changes. But, the bottom line is we’ve got to start thinking about
those people if we really want to avoid a situation where people are
stuck on the welfare roll.

Professor WiLson. I would like to add, Congressman, that when
the economy slui..ps the economy of the ghetto gets a lot worse but
does not automatically return to the status quo when macroeco-
nomic conditions improve. So that, cyclical economic fluctuations
lead to step-wise increases in social dislocations.

Chairman MILLER. Mrs. Johnson.

Mrs. JounsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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My thanks to the panel. P'm sorry I wasn’t able to be here during
some of your testimony, but I am very much interested in this
§§sue'Qf how can we make change, particularly for our poor fami-
ies..

I want to ask you if thert .is any research that deals with the
issue of mandatory work requirements? Now, let me clarify that. I
am not aware of any work that’s been done. Well, let me give you
an example. I think it will be.clearer.

Some years ago in the 1970s, when I was in the State Senate in
Connecticut, there was a federal program that looked at what
kinds of services would he necessary to-keep seniors in their home.
And it was carte blanciie. I mean, the federal experimenters had
the right to provide whatever. And we found out through that that
it could be very expensive. We found out through that that certain
things were key -and others weren’t. We found out through that
what families cuuud do and how you had to be careful about dis-
placement and things like that.

I would like td.snow if there’s ever been any experimental effort
to mandate participation in education and work rograms and pro-
vide the day care support, the nutritional subsi ies, the participa-
tion in education programs. But, actually, let’s separate off the de-
velopmental issues, Head Start, early intervention which I feel
very strongly about, but just looking at mandating work and assur-
ing income.

My belief is that the assuring income piece has to do with day
care support, fuel assistance, but also income subsidies so that the
family would have the level of income they needed, but the person
would have the development they need if in ten years they’re going
to be earning an income that would Support a family.

The reason I want to know more about concrete research that’s
been done in this area, is because in my estimation the minimum
wage can never be raised to where it would support a family. I
don’t think that was its intention. And I think the slide in the
value of our wages over the last 15 years, as one of you resulted, is
primarily the end result of the 10, 12, 14 percent inflation that
plegued our country in the late *70s.

And I don’t lay that up to one party or another. I lay that up to
a very complex series of things that were going on nationally and
internationally. But, the fact is we’ve never recovered in govern-
ment or in families, #nd that’s the bottom.line.

AndTdon’t think that the statistics game is going to help us, and
I don’t think the minimum wage debate is going to help us. I think
the earned income tax expander, sensitive to family size, might be
a very powerful tool when combined with food stamps and fuel as-
sistance and day care if we could deal honestly with income qualifi-
cations so that we create a composite of income supports that we
pair then with the requirement to, if you’re on public benefits, to
also contribute. And the contribution would be first educational
until you reached a certain level, and then work.

But, P've never seen any research that really looked at just these
issues. I know there’s been a ot of research about mandatory par-
ticipation and welfare work programs. But since it doesn’t involve
sufficient income support, then you see you get into these things,




113

“Is it worth it to work? ‘Will I get more if I stay on welfare?”’ That
isn’t the issue, and we mustn’t pose that issue for our families.

But, is there any kind of study of the kind there was in home
care for seniors, where we really were able to look at what sup-
ports would it take, coupled with mandatory work? Ten yéars down
the line I think we’d have stronger families and stronger earners.

Professor MEAD. I don’t know of a study that has done precisely
what you want. There are studies of workfare programs, but none
of them is as rich in services and education as you’re proposing.

There are programs now being run that are that way. 'm think-
ing of the Massachusetts program and also California. But, they
have not been—

Mrs. JounsoN. But, the Massachusetts program, see, is not a—

excuse me for interrupting you.

Professor MEAD. No, it’s true. It isn’t. That's correct.

Mrs. JouNsoN. It’s not a mandatory participation, and I am in-
terested in the mandatory participation because—there are two
reasons.

First of all, in visiting some of my work training programs under
W.LN,, I had parents say to me, Hispanic parents, white parents,
black parents say to me, “You know, I dreaded the day my kid
turned six. I dreaded coming here, but this is what I always
wanted.”

Professor Meap. That’s right. That’s the usual response.

Mrs. JorNsoN. Then, for teenagers, I think we do them a disas-
trous disservice when we permit them to make the decision to drop
out. We wouldn’t permit our own child to drop out.

Professor Meap. That’s right.

Mrs. JorNsoN. I don’t think public policy should permit people to
make the decision to say “I don’t matter.”

Professor MeaD. That’s right.

Mrs. JoHNSON. And see, that’s what you’re saying when you drop
out of education or work, that you don
ment doesn’t matter.

So, I want to look more at empowering the individual, whether
they want at that moment to be empowered or whether they don’t.

And then, dealing with coupling that with an honest approach to
living expenses.

Professor Meab. I find that the studies by L1.D.R.C. that you've
probably -heard of that.look at workfare programs don’t focus pre-
cisely on this. They focus on the impact of the program and not
really on the role of obligation.

My studies, in contrast, which have a different methodology, do
focus on obligation as measured by the participation rate. I find
f,hkz)at that is critical to their job entry success, to moving people into
jobs.

I haven’t been able to assess the role of services of the kind
you're talking about, primarily because I was studying the W.LN.
program which had limited training. Some of the new programs
like California do have a mnuch more ambitious training and educa-
tional component.

I also found that it didn’t much matter what the activity was.
The important thing was to get the mother into the routine of
doing something each day, getting out of the house and into some

t matter and your empower-
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constructive activity. That activity could be a wide range of things,
education, training, looking for work, actual work, work experience
as it’s called, a range of things. And the impacts of all of those on
job entries were quite similar. But it mattered very much that cli-
ents have to do something, to assure that they are obligated.

Now, once they are involved, then the obligation shifts into the
background. It’s not the thing you emphasize, very much like
public education. Require kids to go to school, but once they’re
there the emphasis is on opportunity. And that’s exactly the way it
is in workfare programs, those that are successful.

Now, I should also say workfare has not shown and does not
show in my studies an ability to raise the wage that you get. The
wage that you get is still a low one. It is typically above the mini-
mum wage, but it isn’t an improved wage over what you might get.

In other words, the program doesn’t show a capacity to raise the
quality of jobs. It does show a capacity to raise the quantitﬁ'l:f
work effort, that is, the share of people who are doing somethi
active.

Mrs. JoHNsoN. And in those studies, have those people been fol-
lowed a long enough time.to find that after they have been in the
minimum wage job or the low wage job for a while, that then they
do find a way to move into higher paying work?

Professor MEAD. Oh, yes It’s the initial job that is not improved
in quality by workfare.

Mrs. JoHNsoN. But, I would maintain that it’s the public policy
maker’s responsibility to enrich that minimum wage to a living
salary as opposed to the small business’ job :o hire at a higher
salary someone they would normally hire at a lower salary. ’

Professor ME..D. Yes. I would certainly be in favor of that. I
think what you’re suggesting is exactly the combination that I
favor; more services, more training, more opportunity, perhaps
hiﬁher benefits, but conpled with an obligation.

don’t think the henefit side, again, is the problematic side. The

gublic has shown a willingness to spend more on services. As Lis-

eth Schorr has said earlier, there is support for spending more for
the poor. That isn’t the issue.

I think the public, if satisfied on this question of obligation and
effort, is prepared to spend more. But, they have to see the contrac-
tual relationship between what people get and the effort that
they’re making.

I believe thet if Congress could see its way clear to have a seri-
ous work policy in welfare, we would in fact see a more generous
policy towards the poor who now get very little, as David has
shown in his book. Working poor and children ﬁgk’very little. The
would get a lot more, it seems to me, if we had a serious wor
policy. Because, then one could justify it as part of a contractual
arrangement.where effort is being made.

So, that’s why a work policg is constructive. It should not be seen
as punitive. It’s not so regarded by the clients themselves. It leads
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to them going to work in much higher numbers, and can be cou-
pled with very meaningful educational development benefits.
Professor ELLwoop. Congresswoman, I think there’s a lot of
wisdom in what you say. I mean, I think in fact what we’ve tried to
do so far with our work-welfare programs and so forth is to get
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people in and going and yet we haven’t dealt with a c¢ouple of
really major problems.

One, we haven’t dealt with the fact that it takes a $7.00 an hour
job. Every state—Massachusetts has found this. California has
found this. You’ve got to have $6.00 or $7.00 an hour. You've got to
have medical care in order to make it.

Well, for a woman that’s a drop-out with a young kid, who's
going to have to work full-time at $8.00 an hour, it’s just not going
to happen.. So, finding a way to provide those additional non-wel-
fare supports, I just would go further. I think the EI.T.C. is a great
idea. I wholly endorse that move. I think that child care supports
and a variety of other things are really there.

Indeed, the only one that you mentioned that I'm a little nervous
about is food stamps. I think the goal ought to be, make it possible
for people to work and be completely outside of the welfare system,
don’t have to have that snickering behind you in the line when
you’re—you know, working poor people are-aiready eligible for food
stamps. They just don’t bother to take it, for some pretty obvious
reasons.

So, I think if we really want to make welfare transitional, and I
think we do, then I think we've got to do exactly what you say.
But, I would add one more. I think child support, child support in-
cluding a minimum assured benefit, is something that a woman
can count on, not enough to live on, but enough to provide some
support so that, plus her own work, plus some of these tax credits,
cankrealistically make it possible to work even two-thirds time and
make it.

Mrs. JoHNsoN. So, actually, are you saying that if we enrich the
earned income tax credit——

Professor ELLwoop. Yes.

Mrs. JonnsoN [continuing]. So that you really were bringing
minimum wage jobs up to, say, the federal poverty level, or 150
percent of the feéeral verty level, but by family size——

Professor ELLwoop. Right.

Mrs. JoHNSoN [continuing]. And eliminated the other programs,
fuel assistancy including, so that we would eliminate the adminis-
trative costs of those things, then we would hit both all who need it
and have a simple direct mechanism that was family sensitive, size
sensitive?

Professor ErLwoop. I think it's not possible just to use the
ELT.C. to do it all. I think you do have—in my own work, I try to
do it &ilwith the E.LT.C. I found I needed to raise the minimum
wage 24 expand the earned income tax credit to make it feasible
that when you work you’re not poor.

But, yes, I think let’s concentrate our resources in helpin%epeople
help themselves, instead of fighting about whether to raise benefits
or lower benefits, or extend them this way or cut them back that
way.

Mrs. JoHNsoN. But, it does seem to me——

Professor ELLwoop. Child support, earned income tax credit,
medical care, those would be the top three on my list. I also would
raise the minimum wage, reluctantly. But, I think there’s no way
to do it without raising the minimum wage. And even Larry here
has seemed to endorse that idea.
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So, the notion is let’s take those resources, let’s spend them to
help people help themselves. And by the way, let’s collect a lot
more along the way from absent fathers, which is a huge source of
untapped resources.

Mrs. JonNsoN. Thank you.

Chairman MiLLER. Congresswoman Schroeder.

Mrs. ScuroEDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to
the panel.

I guess, just several things. I think that this is a very interesting
panel following on the Business Week discussion a couple weeks
ago about how we, as a nation, have not invested in human capital.
I think that'’s really what you’re saying and pointing out the com-
parative investment this country makes in human capital, versus
our competitors and how they’re killing us.

So, I think that’s very important. And I think it’s—one of the
problems is how do we get that political consensus. Because, I'm
sure people are sitting there saying, “Oh, there go the bleeding
hearts again,” you know, “Just pull them up by the bootstraps and
everything will be fine,” and it won'’t be.

Several of the things that strikes me about our society that’s
very troubling is, number one, minority males. We've tolerated
very high uneinployment rates among them for a very long time.

Secondly, all the studies I've seen on affirmative action shows
that it helps women much more than minority males, because
women are inside in the office and they have a way to bid up. And
minority males tend to be outside on the dock in the hot and heavy
positions. So, maybe it helps them get hired, but it doesn’t provide
the career ladder. So, they don’t see the o portunities and we're
hez;‘rin}g1 it’s having a fallout in minority males going to college and
so forth.

And then, the focus becomes, well, how do we get the single:
mothers then back working, rather than how we get the famlly
back together. So, if we start with the premise of family, I don’t
think we're going to move anywhere unless we start as a society
saying we're going to provide real opportunity for minority males
to do something other than earn a very low wage for the rest of
their life as a janitor or whatever, and aren’t they happy they got
to be whatever it is. We just don’t deal with that.

And I know one of the other things that I looked at that I was
really amazed at is you iook at Australia and what they do with
their immigrants. I mean, they put them in a college setting. They
live there for a year. They teach them how to find jobs, how to find
housing, how to use mass transit, how to <hop in grocery stores. An
incredible cost per person invested, and they don’t bat an eye. They
say, “Oh, this is what we have to do so they are part of the society,
so they accept us and we accept them.”

And you can imagine if we ran that kind of college for people on
welfare to help them regain the skills that maybe they never got in
their homes, why ggople would be outraged. -

So, I guess the bottom line problem is how do we get a political
consensus to invest our money there when everyone from Business
Week right on is telling us it's harmfui otherwise. That’s my frus-
tration 1s the political. I think we’re all the choir. How do we do
the politics?




117

Professor ELLwoop. I think Lee should comment for sure, but let
me make one point.

] I think one of the ways we do is stop fighting about fixing wel-
are.

Mrs. ScHROEDER. Yes.

Professor ELLwoop. Okay. Welfare—I used to go -on radio talk
shows. I'm one that doesn’t believe tnat welfare has caused a lot of
damage per se. Okay? I don’t think loiws of people are having babies
to get on welfare. But, you know, you go on a talk show and you
say that, you get screamed at. I mean, you get screamed at. Not
only by conservatives or working folks, but by geople on welfare
who hate welfare even worse than anybody. Okay”

Mrs. ScHROEDER. That'’s right.

Professor ELLwoop. I think for too long we've said what we're
supposed to do is help people on welfare, and then we start worry-
ing about errors and we start worrying about that. We isolate the
people. We stigmatize the people. We create a bureaucracy that has
a life of its own. We do a lot of things that don’t really help people
help themselves, and in the meantime we antagonize everybody in
America. Everybody hates the welfare system. Okay?

But, I've since—since doing my book, which basically says wel-
fare isn’t the right way tv:go, and go and say, “Listen, there are
real problems. There are people out there that are working and
they are still poor. There are single parents irying to do the job of
two parents as one and they don’t have any support and that’s
wrong. There are people who don’t have medical protection.” Liter-
:alliv, I've not had a single angry reaction.

think the notion is that if we stop fighting about welfare, even
welfare reform, work in the welfare system. That ought not to be
our goal, not work on the welfare sly;stem. It ought to be, work out-
side the welfare system. And I think if we make our agenda one of
dealing with real problems for real people, I think we can garns:
thekind of public support that we're going to need.

And of course it is going to cost ssme money, but in the lonz.run
it saves us a fortune. And so, my hope is that maybe by talking
about the problems of the middle class, about single parent fami-
lies, which by the way is a very middle class problem now, of low
wages and so forth, we can really try and make some progress.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Thank you.

Ms. ScHorg. I think it’s very impressive that the kinds of things
that we are talking about, and I think we've all had this experi-
ence, get positive responses from people committed to a wide range
of ideologtes.

I have been quite flabbergasted at how easy it is to talk with the
Committee on Economic Development about these changes. They're
there. They understand what you have to do. And I think the
recent Business Week ccver, which not only says we have to invest
in human capital, it says we can’t afford not to——

Mrs. ScHROEDER. That’s right.

Ms. ScHorr [continuing]. Is a manifestation of the fact that busi-
ness now understands that we cannot waste a single American kid
coming into adulthood today. There is the combination of demo-
graphics and technological development that have made people
who don’t respond perhaps to the social justice, social equity argu-
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ment, arrive at the same place as the people who are more moti-
vated by a vision of what America should be like.

Well, if you get to the same place, if what you care most about is
Arnerica’s competitive ition in the world, then I think we do
have a chance to mobilize enough peopls around a program that
accepts the coniplexity of the problem, realizes that the solutions
-are not quick fixes and that there is not a single one shot fix.

Polio is not a good analo~y. There is no polio vaccire in this:

field. But, we have a lot of tools that we can put to work. And I
think with the range of interests groups in the country today that
are beginning to recognize this and beginning to respond to the evi-
dence, I think we have a real chance of putting 1t together and
changing things for the families that we're talking about and
strengthening their own capacity to support their children, to raise
their children and have.their children going on and becoming con-
tributing citizens.

Mrs. Scuroeper. I think that's very important. I go arou 1d
saying to people, “I know how to motivate middle class kids.” They
grow up. They know that their parents want them to get an educa-
tion and everything else. And let's be honest, we still bribe them.
“If you do this, you get that.”

And so, when you grow up in an environment where there hasn't
been that emphasis and you don’t have the capacity to bribe them,
what we're talking about as a society is we absolutely have to moti-
vate them. How do we do it, and how do we move there? It is won-
derful to see everybody coming out at the same end, but we're still
not there yet.

Professor Meap. I'd like to utter a cautionary note, and that’s
that the evaluations of these training and education programs have
nok shown that they can raise the skills of dicadvantaged people
very much. There is an improvement. It may be worth doing. I'm
not against spending more on it, but we should not imagine that
that by itself 1s going to solve our problem.

What that strategy does is to aim, again, at the wage level. It
says, “Let’s increase skills so people can Fet a higher wage, and
then they'll be able to earn their way out of poverty.”

Well, it seems to me that the prospects of that are limited. The
greater cause of poverty, as I've been saying, is low working hours,
not low wages. And that's the thing that we have to concentrate

on.

I also find in the evaluations of workfare programs that they
typically show a payoff to training, but it’s limited. It looks to me
as if these programs have much more capacity to increase working
hours. than they do wages. They can increase work effort. They
can't necessarily improve the quality of the job that you get. That’s
also the result of my own studies. Now, I'm not saying we shouldn’t
glmprove quality, but the emphasis has to be on raising the work

ours.

I also feel, in response to what David said, that we should be less
concerned with getting peopie off welfare. It seems to me that their
fundamental problem is failing to cope in ways that other people
expect, and that should get our attention. If we say we have to get
them off welfare by various combinations of government jobs or
child support or whatever, I think to a certain extent we are rela-
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beling welfare as something else. We're not really getting them off,.
and in fact.we’re continuing to oosess about welfare.

The issue in the public mind is really not welfare, but rather dys-
function. If people function better, then welfare loses its bad name.
I’'ve been consulting recently with the British government about
their welfare policy. In that society, they don’t have a distinctive
welfare program. %hey have a supplementary income benefit pro-
gram for virtually anyone who needs it for any reason, and there
isn’t a distinct welfare program. And yet, there the same stigma
attaches to employable poor people because they are not working.

So, the problem is the conduct. The problem is the behavior, and
not the way we support them. If people are working, then the
public is ready to support.them by some means, if we call it wel-
fare or something else. I ' don’t find income maintenance is a diffi-
culty. Helping people with money is okay, provided they're func-
tioning.

So, let’s not focus on getting people off welfare. Let’s not focus on
reaching $7.00 an hour, because that’s too high a goal. Let’s, in-
stead, have them working at whatever job they can get and then
make up the difference. I'm ready to do that. Most Americans-are-
ready to do that. They want to see some more effort first.

Mrs. ScHROEDER. But, I guess that was part of my problem. I
agree with you that the training programs should be very good and
everything else, but one of the problems with morale that’s been
shown over and over and over again, is that if you think you're
‘being trained for a dead-end job, it’s hard to have a lot of high
morale about that. And that's why finding ways to continue train-
ing and to show some kind of career ladder is terribly important,
- and we've-never focused on that.

Professyr Meap. I'm in favor-of that. In fact, there’s a program
in Wisconsin I support very much where they’re moving towards a
policy of requiring half-time work in return for support, plus a
training element. So, a person will work part-time and then be in a
{:gainingprogram which will hold out some prospect. That’s a good
idea.

There is a danger, however, that-we’ll go over so far to the irain-
ing and education emphasis that people never go to work. I was
teaching at the University of Wisconsin last year, and I had a stu-
dent in my class who was pursuing a Ph.D. on welfare. This woman
had children. She was maintaining herself on welfare while going
to graduate school. Now, that’s popular in Wisconsin. Maybe they
should be allowed to do it. I don’t think it would be popular in the
nation as a whole.

This also occurred in the early history of the W.LN. program.
They put everybody in school. I\yobody went to work. The result
was public disillusionment, and that led to the trend towards
tougher work requirements.

So, you have to maintain credibility with the public by having
some work effort required alongside the training. If you do that,
then I think you've got a greater prospect of helping people and
maintaining support.

On the qucstion of dead-end jobs, I think there’s a misconception.
Most jobs are dead-end in the sense that they don’t involve a pros-
pect of a promotion hierarchy within that job. Most people don’t
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Jive.in large bureaucratic hierarchies. The way one gets ahead, and
this is true for low-skilled as well as other workers, primarily is by
shifting to a different job.

The studies .do not show that, let us say, poor black men who
work as laborers aré marooned in that status for their entire-lives.
There is apparently mobility over time for black workers, as there
is for better-off' workers, over time, by shifting among jobs. If one
works as a laborer for five years, then you can get a job as a truck
driver, a different job but at a higher wage. So, the mobility is by
shifting among jobs.

Mrs. ScHROEDER. It does show, though, that black males have not
benefited nearly as much by affirmative action as black feraales.

‘Professor MEAD. That is possibly true, but this gets back to some-
thing I was saying earlier, that the impediments to blacks and poor
people generally are among those who are working. That’s were
you see inequalities imposed by various kinds of unfairness. I’m not
saying that’s unimportant, but that’s an inequality among workers.

The overwhelming poverty problem is not inequality among
workers, low wages, unfair wages, unfair prospects. It's non-work,

- that is, working at.no job. So,.the .main _solution.is to_have_people. .

work at some job. Then, at that point we have a much better basis
for worrying-about unequal return to work.

Mrs. ScHroEDER. Well, I don’t know. I would just say that two of
our big federal job training programs were the job training pro-
grams you're talking about, plus the G.I. Bill.

Professor MEAD. Yes.

Mrs. ScrroEDER. The G.I. Bill worked out real well. There were
‘motivators there and I think people saw opportunities there that
maybe we’ve not conveyed on the other side, or maybe it’s not been
as effective. ‘

Professor MEAD. Well, it isn’t a solution to offer people jobs that
do not in fact——

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Exist.

Professor MEAb [continuing]. Respect their actual abilities. As we
found in.CE.T.A., while providing government employment is cér-
tainly popular, the jobs pay more than people can get in the pri-
vate sector. They become viewed as another form of welfare. They
don’t really respect.the abilities that people have.. ) .

So, we  have to emphasize real jobs in the private sector. Once
people are working in those jobs even part-time, then I think the
support for either welfare or training or other benefits becomes
much more secure. I don’t think getting ple off welfare is funda-
mental. What is much more fundgamen is having them discharge
what I call the common obligations.

Professor ELLwoob. I'd just like to say that I want to join the
bandwagon and endorse work. I believe in it and I think it's great.
But-you talk about a dead end job. Work for the welfare system in
workfare, okay? You think employers are going to say, “Oh, great,
youw've got this great work experience. I'm glad you had this man-
datory work while you were on welfare.” That’s not what our goal
should be. We can aim higher. We can get people out of the welfare
system. I disagree with Larry in saying just let people mix work
and welfare.
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If you've ever talked to a woman that’s tried to mix work and
welfare, she has trouble speaking sensibly because she’s also angry.
This time when she was doing her damnest to help herself, the
system demanded more verification because she had wunusual

_ amounts of income. She could have an error. The system did every-

;;lhing in its power, seemingly, to thwart that effort rather than
elp it.

At first I thought, let’s make welfare better. Let’s make it work.

_I'm convinced it will never happen. I’ve seen the best, I’ve seen the
worst, they’re all bad.

Let’s, instead, set our goals to makiag sure that if you work you
can support yourself and, by God, we're going to make sure you
can do it. I really believe we can do that with some very modest
supports.

Mrs. ScHroEDER. Thank you.

Chairman MiLLer. Let me just, if [ might, jump in here and wrap
this up a little bit.

See, I think what the Congress is going to do though is they’re
going to make a determination that certainly in terms of public
perception and in terms of the deficit and the dollars, it’s just
cheaper to continue the welfare system as it currently is and make
some cosmetic changes. You can’t redesign the welfare system as
they’re.going to try to do today at 2:00 and say, “Okay, you can
redesign’ it but you can’t spend more than $500 million.” That
won’t work.

What we really don’t have is the courage of the venture.capital-
ist or Business Week or the business community to make this up-
front investment, whether it’s through the earned income tax
credit, combination with the minimim wage, child care, health
care benefits, all of those things that supplement the person who
will go out and take, let’s say, the minimum wage job. Tha Con-
gress will never do that because of the cost, just as we find out re-
garding the cost of a first class Head Start program for the other
80 percent of the kids. Congress won’t swallow that pill, even when
it was Ron and Nancy’s favorite program. We just don’t have the
courage to make that kind of investment.

In fact, what you have is, you have a maintenance program here
that. ycu hope keeps- people-from-burning-down- the-cities. It’sjust
sort of an- insurance policy. It’s not designed to move people off.
And just as Governor Dukakis has found.out, just as Governor
Deukmejian found out, if you’re going to do it right, it’s a hell of a
lot more money than they ever anticipated when they signed the
b* And the Deukmejian administration is saying, “We’ve got to
teach people how to read.” They can’t even. get the entry level job,
the crummy job, Larry.

So, the point is that the .employer is saying, “Don’t send me
somebody on welfare.” We found that in the jobs program. Unless
we're really willing to make that investment, it just isn’t going to
work. As Lee Schorr has pointed out, even in those programs
where you can go to members of Congress and say, “Here’s a three
to one ratio, here’s a six to one ratio, here’s a four to one ratio in
cost benefit,” they’re still cutting the programs,
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Professor MEAD. I'm not saying this isn’t a problem, but it's well
to remember that in general the workfare programs we have are
saving a littlé bit of money.

‘Chairman MiLLER. I understand that.

Professor MeaD. The point is not to save money, but it means

you crn finance the program.
) -1an MiLLer. But as you point out in your testimony,
theyue also creaming the welfare rolls. They're taking people who
might ordihariiy find jobs anyway, spending a lot of money on
those people and we can't tell whether or not that person would
have moved off welfare with or without workfare.

Professor. MEaD. Well, my point is only that some of this can be
financed out-of welfare savings. You’re right, some more money is
necessary and I support that. . )

Chairman MiLLER. You could take all the savings in welfare and-
you couldn’t finance proper day care in one of the larger states in
the country. Take all the national savings in welfare, you won't fi-
nance day care for the rest of the people on welfare in the state of
California or Illinois.

Professor MEAD. California is spending one-quarter of its child
care budget in the G.A.LN. Program.

Chairman MiLLeR. L.understand that.

Professor MEAD. Because they’re saving money there and spend-
ing much less than was thought necessary.

Chairman MiLLER. But don’t pretend for a minute that they're
getting to—as David points out, we're fighting over a very small
percentage of the people who are creating a great deal of the head-
ache. We're not—that California program isn’t getting to them,
just like C.E.T.A. didn't get to them, just like the manpower devel-
opment thing didn’t get to them.

Professor Meap. Not yet it isn’t, but in principle it should. It
should get to them. :

Chairman MiLLER. I hope the legislature gives up on it before
they géet to them.

Professor Meap. I hope not.

Chairman MiLLER. Because they won’t have the staying power—I
think if you listen to what Doctor Wilson was saying, in many in-
stances, certainly in big urban centers, you’re talking about a com-
munity in chaos and instability. Day care for those people is a
much different issue than it is in the community thatg reside in.
Not only the stability of the family that’s looking for day care, but
the stability of the family that’s going to provide the day care. Not
the center, not that, somebody else. It goes on and on and on
through the infrastructure. .

Now, when the person takes the $4.00 an hour job or the mini-
mum wage job, whichever you decide they want; I'm just telling
you that when we decide we're going to suﬁplement that work
effort that they in fact get an economic payoff for soing to work,
Congress will lose its guts. They have for 50 years.

Professor ELwoop. ] wholly endorse everything you say, but
there is one big payer, child support. A typical kid born in America
today is going to be in this. This is a middle class problem. If we
folded the child support system into something like the Social Secu-
rity system, so we collected payments automatically from fathers,
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there’s $20 to $30 billion more. for our children. And if we then
added a minimum guarantesd benefit so when the father was un-
employed you still had some minimum child support, that doesn’t
cost us anything and it probably saves us money.

airman MiLier. I don’t have any quarrel with that.

Mrs.-ScHROEDER. We all agree with that. You also have to get,
though, the amount per child up.

‘Chairman MirLer. Even when you factor that in, you still have
to have—— ‘

Professor ELLwoop. You're absolutely right.

Chairman MiLLER [continuing]. The underpinnings.

Professor ELLwooD. But let’s not forget that there are still some
things to do——

Chairman MiLLER. No.question, no question. I don’t think that's
an argument.
alProf%s'or ELLwooD [continuing]. While we try and move people

ong. .

Chairman MILLER. I mean in terms of when we raise people’s ex- ;
pectations about the reform of this system or the abolishment of
this S{‘stem and putting in an additional system, I -think we mis-
lead them when we think that somehow we can just trade dollars
and end up with the same system because it just isn’t there when
you look at the cost of providing first-class services. There’s no
reason poor children should have crummy day care or crummy
health care.

What they're going to argue about today between the Senate and
the House is after a person has one of these jobs for one year, do
we walk away from them? Should they become unemployed, should
we punish them by not giving them health care if they find an-
other job? Does that give you an idea of where this debate is going
in the Congress?

Ms. Scrogrr. Can I just make one comment?

Chairman MiLLeR. I ‘want you all back here five years from now
S0 ;ve ?can discuss how to change this system.

es?

Ms. Scrorr. What you wer . saying about day care and welfare
reform, if we try to do the day care part on the cheap, we are
simply guaranteeing the persistence of all the problems that we’re
talking about today, because day care that does not meet quality
standards may not matter a lot for middle class families, but if it
doesn’t meet quality standards, it’s going to add to the problems
faced by those kids growing up in disadvantaged families. . -

Day care is'such a beautiful illustration of where if you invest at
the level that you're talking about, you can really raise the odds of
school and life success for disadvantaged kids. And if you don’t, you
can almost guarantee their failure.

Chairman MiLLER. The welfare fails in this country for the same
reason 90 percent of small businesses fail. It's under capitalized.
‘We won't do it right. We're like the restaurant that bought all the
{)anc_:y chairs but forgot to hire the chef. Pretty soon you'’re out of

usiness.

I think that’s where we are. The lesson of your work, and I think
the lesson of the Committee’s work on opportunities for success, is
that where it was done in a first-class fashion it succeeded beyond .
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our wildest dreams. Everywhere we tried to do it cheap, every-
where we tried to cut a corner, we just simply ended up spending
money with no appreciable results. At some point that’s got to get
across to the Congress, because it’s going to be real expensive. It’s
going to be real expensive to have a system that either one of you
can agree on.

No matter whose model we adopt, there’s going to be a huge
public role here to keep that person in the work force at whatever
wage we determine. I'm just not sure the Congress is ready for
that. I think the evidence is that supposedly there’s been a dramat-
ic turnaround ‘in the business community and everywhere else. But
the Conference Committee is arguing about how to stick a little
less long with these people who take a minimum wage job.

Thank you very much for your time and, more importantly, your
testimony. I've got a sneaking suspicion that this debate will not be
ended at the end of this Congress.

Thank yéu.

[Whereupon, at 12:44 p.m., the committee adjourned.]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF Paura W. Da1i, Pu.D., CODIRECTOR AND LEADER OF THE
ResEARCH PROGRAM, CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF POVERTY, VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC
INSTITUTE AND StATE UNIVERSITY, BrAckssurG, VA aNp CHAIR, Focus GROUP ON
FamiLes AND POVERTY, NATIONAL CoUNCIL oN FAMILY RELATIONS

Mr. Chairman, Committes members, and others: Thank you very much
. for the opportunity to present written testimony concerning the
N dimensions of poverty for individuals and families in the United
States. I am deeply honored. ’

I want to note for the record that, although I am speaking both in
the context of my membership in the National Council on Family
Relations, a professional organization concerned with family life,
and in my capacity as Co-Director and Lesader of -the Research
Program of the Center for the Study of Poverty which is being
established at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University,
the perspectives which I will present are my own as a scholar and
sociologist who has a deep concdern for the social pathology which
poverty represents. I am not presenting the official views either
of my university or the National Council on Family Relations.

THE COMPLEXITIES OF POQVERTY )
Prior to my preparing this testimony I looked back into the records g
of previous hearings which this committee has held on various
issues concerning families, and noted that you have received
information and insights from many of the pre-eminent scholars.and

: others having notable expertise on the many dimensions of poverty

) and social disadvantage. Based upon this earlier testimony, I have
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concluded that you already have all of the statistics and
demographic information that you need to draw the obvious
conclusiofhs which these figures poxrtray. Thus, I am going to take
a more global and interactive approach to the issue of poverty in
America, and begin by noting that poverty does not have one simple
root cause which, if ameliorated, would cure the condition.
Poverty is the result of a very complex interaction among various
social circumstances, experiences, and conditions which finally
render an individual marginal in his/her ability to be socially
functional, and clearly socially disadvantaged.

Attached to this testimony is a list of critical human resource
concerns which contribute to poverty. Theses reflect the thinking
of the core advisory group of multidisciplinary faculty who have
been a part of the Center for the Study of Poverty. While not
intended to be all inclusive, the issues of concern focus upon
public health, health care, mental health, child care, nutrition,
education, public policy, the social and snvironmental
infrastructure, human relationships, and the feminization of
poverty, among others. Taken together, they underscore the
complexity of poverty as a social condition which has no easy
solutions, and a. o identify those areas in need of direct address
if poverty is to be eased. While each is deserving of a full
discussion, space and times do not permit me to do so.
Neverthelsss, it is important that they are in the record.

I do have some observations of my own which I believe are worthy
of sharing with you, based upon the sxperience of having walked
through the cotton plantations of Mississippi, the tobacco fields
of the Carolinas, the shanty towns of the sastern shores of the
Atlantic Ocean from the Commonwealth of Virginia to the Florida
Keys, the coal mines of Appalachia, and the ghettos of New York,
Washington DC, Detroit, Chicago, Denver, Atlanta, Philadelphia,

.Boston,. Newark. .Richmond, .Seattle, and Los Angeles, among othexs;

of having slept among the homeless, and eaten in soup kitchens and
in homes with families who do not speak engliih; and of having
researched some aspects of poverty myself. Hopefully these will
provide you with insights which will enhance your understanding of
the vast dimensions of disadvantage in America.

In this context, and with a view toward the futurs agenda of any
attack on poverty, I want to begin by underscoring the absolute
necessity of avoiding any tendency toward designing programs which
attempt to "fix" the lives of the disadvantaged by imposing our own
middle class value system, in an attempt to make the poor "just
like us". WHat I am speaking about here is recognition of the
fundamental human right to be treated with dignity and respect,
independent of social class. We ares not poor, and most of us do
not really understand what being poor is all about. Accordingly,
we must begin by respecting and valuing what the pooxr have to teach
us, accepting what we must learn from them if we are to work
together to address the problems of poverty.
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First.of all, to be poor in the South is qualitatively different
from being poor in the North. For example, a resident of
Mississippi is four times -as likely to be poor as a resident of New
Hampshire. Clearly, if one is at risk of or to experience poverty,
it is better to reside in the North simply because there are more
social resources available to draw upon, and the quality of the
assistance which is available is better than in the South (which is
not to say that any of the public welfare and social assistance
programs are adequate, because NONE OF THEM are).

Those programs designed as "safety nets" are woefully inadequate
and vary rather dramatically state by state across the nation. For
example, in no state except Alaska does the combined maximum AFDC
and food stamp benefit lift a family of three without other income
up- to the poverty. 1In all other cases, combined avzilable welfare
benefits may raise a family to as much as 50% of the poverty line,
but no more. Only 28 states provide AFDC benefits to two-parent
families. In the other 22, two-parent families are unlikely to
receive any cash benefits from the welfare system. Only eight
states have ash assistance to single people and childless couples
who are neither elderly or disabled. In only ONE state is the
medicaid eligibility threshold for a three person family set at the
poverty line. In most other cases the it is set at some level
below half of the poverty level. Thirty eight states impose state
income taxes on working families living below the poverty line

Generally speaking, social welfare research consistently suggests
that the public welfare system is poorly designed, functions at
cross purposes with itself, and has become far too complex for
those which it is supposedly ofiented toward sexrving to begin to
manage, or negotiate. It is a uniformly wasteful, bureaucratically
overweight system which appears to cost far more to maintain than
it can possibly provide in actual help to those who need it. It
seems to be most effective at diminishing the fragile asteem and
sense of personal entitlement of those who are in need, often
rendering them more needy in the end than they were in the
beginning when they first engaged into the social welfare system.
These individuals have learned from the system precisely how
helpless they are, and simply do not possess the ordinary share of
personal resources needed to overcome this disadvantage.

This concept of "learned helplessness" is of acute concern among
those who work in the public welfare system. It is a complex notion
which suggests that, when persons find themselves in negative
social circumstances (such as an environment of poverty), they
will begin to assume and internalize the messages of inadequacy and
inability which that environment imparts, thus fracturing their
self esteem and causing them to believe that they cannot help
themselves. A cycle of disadvantage begins, and as it continues,

becomes part of the repertoire of lsarned behavior for the person
experiencing it.
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Some have even suggested that an addiction to poverty occurs over
time and generations of a family which has been socialized in
disadvantage. I would like to offer some insights into this, based
upon my own research as well as the research of some others in my
field.

A uniform finding of almost all studies which have attempted to
measure the social context of the poor strongly suggests that
among this population there is a deep and psrvasive sense of social
isolation and alienation from the larger, mainstream social order.
Not only do the poor feel this, they also realize that they do not
have any mechanisms, or personal resources which would enable them
to access the larger, more functional social system which we know,
and the poor also know axists. Although youth, particularly in the
inner city ghettos, sometimes have sufficient energy to "complain"
somehow, most poor adults rather complacently accept their
condition because they baliave that they have no choice, and, in
reality, they are fundamentally corract.

Under these circumstances, it is not at all surprising to £ind .high
rates of unwanted pregnancy, drug and alcohol abuse, violence, and
other socially unacceptable behaviors. In most cases, these simply
reflect misguided attempts to allesviate the psychological pain
which social isolation induces. These individuals are human
beings, characteristically the same as you and I, and they are
living in circumstances which deny their most fundamental human
needs, including social connection. These persons exist in
emotional distress of such a magnitude that it is almost
impossible to comprehend.

Accordingly, when those suffering from poverty do engage into the
public welfare system, two things happen: one is that they find
out that they cannot make the system do what it is supposed to do,
and they learn how helpless they are; and two, they meet someocne in
the person of a social worker, who cares about them. This
experience of caring is a new one, but it also meets a basic human
need, and at least momentarily ameliorates their feelings of
isolation and alienation, and the accompanying pain. Thus, an
addiction to whatever provides relief may occur. The addiction is
not to the condition of poverty itself, rather it is to the contact
with a caring person or persons which engaging into public welfare
system pertiits. The natural tendency is to gravitate *oward that
source of help because it is batter than nothing at all and
cirtainly preferable to the faslings of nothingness which describe
be..ng poor in an affluent society such as ours.

In this context, the basic, underlying, and critical issue is one
of social contact, social connection, and a senss of belonging, all
of which are impossible to achieve in circumstances of poverty.
Those who are socialized . poverty never even have the opportunity
to develop the social skills (i.e social gestures sucn as "thank
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you" and "please", social values such as truthfulness and honesty,
responsibility, atc.) that the rest of us take for granted, and
which permit us to be a functioning member of mainstream society,
and not to ever feel as alone, alienated, and as. vulnerable as the
poor feel .ALL the time.

MODELS OF SUCCESS

We have launched some-major initiatives in this country in the past
which have. been oriented toward ameliorating poverty, as the
earlier War on Poverty readily illustrates. In that attempt,
Poverty clearly won out, but the effort was not totally
unsuccessful, and all certainly was not lost. From it, we learned
3 great deal about poverty programs that do not work. The most
critical insight which emerged was that band-aids in the form of
8iving pre-developad social Programs to the poor will not cover the
badly bleeding social wounds that poverty represents, and ywill not
impact upon the problem to a sufficient extent as to accomplish any
lasting change,

However, we also learned that if we attempt to help the individuals
through education and without engaging massive social welfare
assistance, their problems are markedly reduced, as the Job Corps,
Neighborhood Youth Corps, and Head Start programs graphically
illustrate. The follow-up studies on these programs portray
impressive success., Other programs such as nutrition education and
foster grandparents have had similar results.

These successes are
carefu

Y 2 relatively small percentage of the
poverty population are chronically and fatally poor. A much larger
Proportion are individuals who may episodically fall below the
Poverty line, but don't need to remain thers if social programs are
available to assist them to become more independent and socially
functional. fThese are the peobPle who are at risk for permanent
Poverty, but may be saved from this devastation by receiving
effective assistance,

If we are able to learp from our past mistakes, and intend to gain
the upper hand in our ~ight against the invasion of poverty which
is occurring once again in the 1980-90's, it is important to
reconsider our approach to the problem. I don't believe that we
will ever be successful in completely overhauling or changing the
social system in this country to the extent needed to completely
eradicate poverty. If we take this approach, the poor will always
be among us. I do believe, however, that we can change the
individuals themealves, so that they will not be as poor as in
Previous times, This is what Head Start attempted to do, and the
approach "treats" the entire family system by providing health,
nutrition, and family living education and skills, in addition to
providing opportunities for cognitive and social skill development
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for the children who are enrolled. It is a good model for us to
build upon in the present.

SOLUTIONS

The solutions to today's complexus of poverty center upon the
social variables previously identified. The methodology for
implementation is already available to us through the educational
and community resource development systems which we have in place
igfthig countxy. Accordingly, the following suggestions are

of fered:

1. Philosophically, it is vitally important that our perception of
the poor as a class of people changs. We must steadfastly avoid
ouxr common tendeancy to "blame the victim" and accept that it is

not 'the fault of the poor that they have been denied access to the
American dream and all that it promises. 1In reality, one who is
poor may be so by simple accident of birth into circumstances which
interact in such a way that are totally out of the control of the
individual, but which render him/her impoverished and truly
socially disadvantaged.

2. Any attempts at public responsiveness to-the plights of the
poor must include the poor themselves in the planning and
implementation processes. If we wish to really attempt to
ameliorate the human condition of povarty, then we plan our
solutions WITH the people who suffer poverxty...we do not plan for
them.

3. Poverty as a social condition must be attacked from all
spheres of society (the governance system, the values structuros,
the family system and functions, and the economic system).

Because poverty reflects a complax interaction among all of these
segments of society, failure to launch a multidimensional effort
will insure that povexty will continue largely unabated.

. Any formal programs designed to assist the poor must be labor
intensive (e.g. manpower rich). Remembering that social isolation
is one barrier that the poor have to overcome if they are to help
themselves, it is obvious that abundant opportunities for human
contact in unhurried, personalized circumstances is very important.
This process begins by unburdening social service workers of
crushing caseloads and impossible red taps, thus pexrmitting them to
provide the needed human interaction with their clients.

5. The development of social skiils is another critical area in
which the poor are diszasdvantaged. Often, they have not had the
opportunity to learn the needed skills to be socially functional
and thus successfully maintain employment, resolve ordinary human
conflicts and generally be able to communicate well enough to more
successfully manage their day to day lives. There are many, many
ways in which the existing educational system in this country could
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respond to this need, and none of the necessary programs would be
expensive to implement. Examples include &-H and Outward Bound
; programs for adolescents, which are offered to communities
L through the Extension programs in land grant state universities,
and work-study programs for college students, to name two.
Morehouse College, Spellman College, and Berry College (all in
Georgla) have programs which take disadvantaged youth and
“soclalize" them to be members of mainstream society. These ‘
programs are proven effective, and continued funding is critical.

6. Leadership development through grass roots efforts to develop
and maintain a sense of community, or belonging to a mutually

. supportive group is vital to assisting any disadvantaged
population to better itself. There is strength and a sense of
empowerment which naturally occurs in groups which share common
goals and purposes. Opportunities for these groups to form and for
tho sense of community to develop are a mandatory part of any
soclal improvement programs.

It is particularly critical to target youth for this sffort,
because they are developmentally responsive and enthusiastic, and
not yet ready to give up and accept their plight. Additionally,
encouraging youth to learn to develop a sense of community and
belonging will give them a sense of control over their own destiny
which the poor often lack, and thus present the best opportunity
to reverse the cycle of poverty which we all have observed.

Extension systems within land grant universities are designed
precisely to address this need by implementing commnity resource
development programs and by providing assistance to local county
governments. We must believe that community does have value, and
be prepared te act uwpon-that bslicf, Lecauss it presents our
greatest promise for a better future for the disadvantaged among
us.

CONCLUSIONS

When our Constitution was firyst drafted by our founding fathers,
and when our system of democracy was first conceived by Thomas
Jefferson, the theme of "man's humanity to man" was paramount. We
believed, in those days, that all men were created equal, with
certain inalienable rights, which include life, liberty. and the
pursuit of happiness. In the 200 years since; we have become a
nation with such a dichotomy of social class that the original
vision has been lost. All men, women and children are not equal
either under the law or within the social order; they do not have
cortain inalienable human rights; and certainly the American dream
of economic solvency and the "good 1ife" has becoms a cloudy
idealistic notion which is impossible to conceptualize for many,
many of our citizens. When we have so many poor amidst such
affluence, we are no longer functioning as a participatory
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democracy, and our system of governance no longer serves all
citizens. The concept of "We, the people..." is lost.

I do not believe that we are presented with a hopeless problem,
however. Borrowing from a basic concept of natural physics, we
can view oursslves as a living system, thus having the capacity to
change and to accommodate, particularly if those who compose the
system change themselves. If each of us is to function as a
citizen of a democracy, we must uphold the rights of ALL citizens,
share their buxdens, and respond to their needs. Those of us who,
by interaction of the circumstances of our livus, are somewhat more
fortunate than some others do hava an obligation to those who have
not been as lucky. In the early days of this nation we did caxe
for one another and helped sach other, in the atmosphere of a
community of mutual care and concern. There is no plausible reason
that we cannot function as a human community once again.

Dr. Martin Luther King noted, in his acceptance of the Nobesl Peace
Prize, that we would either learn to "1live together as brothers in
or We would perish together as fools". I believe that most of us
prefer ledrning to live together. It is the obligation of our
governing system to actively encourage the development of social
structures vhich will enable us to form the human connections which
will insure that equality and the pursuit of happiness is within
the reach of all who are born citizens of this countxy.
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